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ABSTRACT 
 
Students With Reading Disabilities Participating  
In Literature Discussions:  
A Case Study 
 
by  
 
Elysha Patino O’Brien 
 
Dr. Cyndi Giorgis, Examination Committee Chair 
Professor of Curriculum & Instruction 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
 
 
This qualitative case study addressed a lack of research concerning literature 
discussions for students with learning disabilities in reading. Fourth and fifth grade 
students with reading disabilities participated in twice-weekly literature discussions, 30-
to-60 minutes each, for 12 weeks. The students attended a Title I school and most were 
Hispanic males. Together, they read and discussed five postmodern picturebooks. The 
purpose of the study was to understand (a) reader responses to the illustrations, text, and 
postmodern features of the books, and (b) the individual reader’s response habits. 
Situated within a sociocultural frame, the theories guiding this study pertained to 
language development and learning, literacy instruction and reader response, and 
disability and disability studies. A cross-comparative approach was used to analyze data 
from transcripts, analytical memos, and researcher fieldnotes. Reader responses were 
complex and sophisticated. Findings called into question definitions of reading and what 
constitutes a learning disability in reading.  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this study was to examine the responses of students with a 
learning disability in reading that participated in literature discussions within the context 
of literature circles during the regular school day. Compelled by the limited research that 
incorporates literature discussion as a literacy strategy for students with a learning 
disability in reading, I began this inquiry. Schooled as a transactional theorist regarding 
literacy education, I was confused why this population of students was not studied more 
extensively within transactional theory reading research. Thus, the initial study’s goals 
grew out of this lack of research and focused primarily on the responses of the 
participants. A qualitative case study, I chronicled individual response patterns that 
occurred as a group collective within the literature discussions.  
Twice a week, during the school day, I met with six to nine students to read 
books; we gathered in various empty classrooms for the literature discussions. The 
students were in either fourth or fifth grade and qualified for special education services, 
most were Hispanic, and all attended a Title I school.  
Certain aspects of the book discussions were flat and dull, while others were 
interesting and invigorating. Most discussions were noisy and all were replete with 
groans redolent of “Why are we reading baby books?”  
A typical literature discussion included the participants arguing, spewing insults 
at one another, making fart noises, and producing actual farts. The participants were loud, 
gregarious, sometimes raunchy, and rambunctious. Once we had plunged into the books, 
I made space for their responses, their thoughts, and the connections they made with the 
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text. The atmosphere began to change slowly. Conducting, coordinating, managing, and 
participating in the literature discussions was not easy for me—during our time together, 
students manifested  some  ridiculous and oftentimes inappropriate behaviors. When I put 
the misbehaviors aside, the content and degree that the participants responded to the 
books and the manner that they engaged in the literature discussions intrigued me and 
became the focus of this study.  
Common points of discussion consisted of attempts to understand what the books 
were about, why the books were so strange, and what was happening on the pages. The 
participants tried to make sense of the books by examining the illustrations restating (or 
singing) the text passages out loud, arguing with each other over actual meaning, and 
finding connections between words and illustrations throughout the entire book, not just 
on a single page. The format and structure of the books they selected, postmodern 
picturebooks, lent to analytical reasoning, and the participants spent a great deal of time 
bridging information across the pages and discussing authorial intent through such 
questions as “Why did he [the author] do this?” or “What does this mean?” 
This research showcased the responses to the books and the individual manner in 
which the participants responded. This research then explored how literature circles 
honor individual response patterns while creating an interpretive community (Fish, 1980). 
In such literature circles, readers exhibit the reader’s inherent strengths during the 
literature discussion. 
To clarify, the terms literature discussion and literature circle are not used 
interchangeably. Literature discussion refers to the component of our time together when 
we specifically discussed a book and the author/illustrators. The authors of the books 
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used in this study also illustrated their own work. Literature circle denotes the entire time 
of our group gatherings and includes learning how to discuss with one another, the 
literature discussion itself, and other bits of off-topic conversation. Specifically, our 
literature circle time usually lasted about 60 minutes, but our literature discussion time 
lasted anywhere from 20 minutes to 50 minutes within those 60 minutes.  
Purpose of the Study 
 The purpose of this study was to explore what happened when students with a 
learning disability in reading engaged in literature discussion using postmodern 
picturebooks. Originally, I had imagined the outcome of this study to focus on personal 
responses and intertextual connections made with the books. Throughout data collection 
and analysis, I began to focus on how the participants responded to the books and what 
features and aspects they analyzed. This study is a beginning dialogue of how participants 
with a learning disability in reading draw upon a book’s entire structure to make sense of 
story.  
This research draws upon a sociocultural frame from two complementary 
perspectives. First, theories of learning and language that suggest understandings are 
facilitated through language and conversation. Second, response literary theory relegates 
the reader’s engagement and response to the text as central to reading comprehension. 
Disability studies, which contend that disability can be classified as a socially situated 
construct, also informed this research.  
The research questions were:  
1.) What features of postmodern picturebooks did the participants respond to 
during literature discussions? 
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2.) How did the individual participants respond to the postmodern picturebooks 
during literature discussions? 
Statement of the Problem 
Certain frames of reading instruction dominate today’s classrooms and reading 
research, especially for students who have a learning disability in reading. In my 
experience, methods of instruction have reflected positivist and behaviorist approaches to 
reading; little attention has been given to student choice and response. When presented 
with different methods, the participants in this particular study were often confused but 
engaged with the material. They discussed the books analytically and spent a great deal 
of time making sense of the storylines. Their unique response patterns demonstrated that 
each reader used his own experience to interpret the books. 
Origin of the Research Study 
 Because my own personhood is so integrally part of this research, it is important 
to share my journey of accepting literature circles as a valid form of literacy instruction.  
Reflective of a qualitative and constructivist study, I have included this aspect of my 
personal experience to explain who I am as a teacher, reader, and researcher. This 
understanding of self will be addressed again when documenting and discussing 
qualitative methodology.  
 My journeys as a teacher and as a reader are inextricably linked. As a child, I read 
extensively. An above-average reader, I excelled on any measurement of reading, be it a 
book report, a standardized test, or an essay. I always read in isolation and was never 
encouraged to participate in literature discussions either in or out of school. For me, 
reading for pleasure and reading for learning were two separate and distinctive tasks. As 
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a new teacher, I taught reading in the way that I had been taught, in part-to-whole 
segmented skills. I often required my students to read a passage and then take a test that 
measured comprehension.  
I was in college pursuing a Master’s degree in special education when I finally 
understood the power of literature circles as a mode of instruction and began 
incorporating this method in my own classroom. Through my own participation in 
literature circles, I began to understand the value of shared conversations and how these 
conversations had influenced my own ways of thinking about text. My personal 
interpretations coalesced, changed, and transformed as I discussed a piece of literature. 
Humbled by the nature of certain discussions, the insights others made while 
participating in literature circles fascinated me. When I began integrating literature circles 
as a method of instruction, I witnessed an increased level of participation from both able 
and reluctant readers. I informally observed my struggling readers excel in conversation 
and watched them participate in the discussion with their own points of view or 
contention. In essence, through literature circles I saw the dual nature of reader response 
(Moss, 2002) manifest in my classroom. As an aesthetic experience, literature circles 
enabled readers to tap into the “human experience” of literature. Rosenblatt stated,  
Certainly to the great majority of readers, the human experience that literature 
presents is primary… The reader seeks to participate in another’s vision—to reap 
knowledge of the world, to fathom the resources of the human spirit, to gain 
insights that will make his own life more comprehensible. (1995, p. 7) 
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I also observed learning experiences in literature circles because readers reflected on 
their own responses, explored layers of meaning, and engaged in inquiry and analysis of 
their own and others’ interpretations (Moss, 2002).  
Completing my Master’s degree, I soon began my doctoral studies. Originally 
interested in students with deafness and Deaf culture1 I studied language acquisition and 
the influence of American Sign Language knowledge on reading skill. This knowledge 
helped me understand the discursive nature of language in oral, written, and signed 
modalities, and how the various representations of language (reading, writing, listening, 
and speaking) are mutually synergistic (Pearson, Raphael, Benson, & Madda, 2007). 
While learning about literacy instruction for students that were D/deaf and who should be 
devoid of phonics skills because hearing impaired learners cannot hear phonetic patterns), 
I was astounded by how integral phonics instruction is to early literacy instruction, even 
for students with  D/deafness. This led me to examine Deaf culture and the social and 
language indicators that determine success in school. From there I expanded my research 
to disability studies, and I began to question how disability is socioculturally constructed 
then manifested in schools, special education, and literacy instruction. In this, I noticed a 
remarkable absence of research connecting literature circles to students who have a 
learning disability in reading. As reading professionals and as a research community, the 
effectiveness and utility of literature circles has been continuously upheld, yet research 
on their use with students with a learning disability in reading is limited (Berninger, et 
al.,1999; Clark & Holwadel, 2007; Dudley-Marling, & Searle, 1988; Morocco & Hindin, 
2002; Morocco, Hindin, Mata-Aguilar, & Clark, 2001; Morocco & Zorfass, 1996). 
                                                
1 An uppercase ‘D’ denotes individuals who participate in Deaf culture whereas a lowercase ‘d’ 
signifies those who are hearing impaired and do not participate in Deaf culture. Thus, it is possible for a 
hearing person to be Deaf (Lane, 1995). 
vi 
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Further, research that does exist for this population conforms to a largely positivist 
approach and lacks student voices (Reid & Button, 1995; Williams, 2004).   
Because such a gap existed in the research between the literacy instructional 
strategy (i.e., literature discussion) and the population of participants (i.e., students who 
have a learning disability in reading) I profiled, it is important to describe the 
epistemological differences between literacy education stemming from transactional 
theory of reader response, and literacy education stemming from a special education 
perspective. My point is not to diminish one form of inquiry over another, but rather to 
summarize how separate fields guided by different outlooks approach the question: How 
do we best teach reading? In Chapter 5, I discuss how my findings relate to these 
epistemological differences. 
A Brief History of Recent Reading Instruction 
 Literacy instruction has been influenced by numerous principles and 
epistemologies. The act of reading has been investigated as representative of cognitive, 
psychological, and sociocultural processes (Beach, Green, Kamil, & Shanahan, 2005). 
Reading instruction has been examined from both positivist and constructivist disciplines 
that use designs incorporating quantitative and/or qualitative investigation (Hillocks, 
2005). These multifaceted perspectives of teaching reading and sharing literature resulted 
in what the research community (Pearson, 2004) termed the “Reading Wars,” (Pearson, 
Raphael, Benson, & Madda, 2007). 
Whole Language and Phonics 
 A marked dilemma of what constituted “effective” reading instruction emerged 
where differing camps sat separate and apart and were simplistically labeled the “Whole 
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Language” philosophy (McIntyre & Pressley, 1996; Pearson et al., 2007) and the “Early 
Code” or phonetic (Lyon, 1997; Pearson et al., 2007) perspective. Whole language 
advocates sought the inclusion of “real” literature in schools. They viewed literacy 
learning as occurring simultaneously with word attack instruction and other response 
methods of comprehension (Goodman, 1986). Goodman and Goodman (1990) wrote, 
“Language, written language included, is learned most easily in the context of use. When 
language is whole, relevant and functional, learners have real purposes for using 
language,” (p. 225). Later they stated,  
With the focus in whole language classrooms on authentic experiences, learners 
are engaged in purposeful and meaningful use of language, both oral and written. 
There is no artificial breaking down of language learning into sequences of 
abstract skills and no synthetic language designed to control the form of written 
language of the context of its functional use. (p. 247) 
For the whole language research community, reading instruction and conversations about 
books did not have to wait for the individual mastery of a specific reading skill.  
Early-code supporters campaigned for a phonetic approach to reading and 
understood reading as a part-to-whole continuum. Students must first learn individual 
sounds represented by distinct letters, then syllables, then whole words; words then string 
into sentences, sentences into paragraphs, and so on (Mann, Liberman, & Shankwiler, 
1980; Slocum, O’Connor & Jenkins, 1993). This philosophy of reading instruction was 
evident in books that contained controlled sentences (“The rat sat on a mat.”) and in 
controlled reading comprehension tests that upheld one interpretation of the text. Such 
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hallmarks of literacy instruction were evident in basal textbooks popular during that time 
(Shannon, 1989; Allington, 2002).  
Reading epistemologies. These philosophies of reading instruction are 
illustrative of the underlying reading epistemologies that guided literacy research. Whole 
language supporters recognized the numerous nuances of reading from a sociocultural 
and critical frame (Heath, 1983), whereas Early-code supporters situated reading as a 
cognitive process influenced by biology, impairment, and/or genetics (Swanson, Harris, 
& Graham, 2006; Kavale, Forness, & Bender, 1987). Reflective of these epistemologies 
are the inherent research paradigms in which they reside (i.e. constructivist or positivist). 
Researchers who view literacy learning as a sociocultural and critical process represented 
research in a constructivist and qualitative manner (Dyson, 1998; Heath, 1983; Gee, 
2001; Calkins, 2001; Finders, 1997;). And in like fashion, those who view literacy 
learning as a cognitive process tend to represent research in a positivist and quantitative 
frame (Ehri & Wilce, 1980, 1983; Manis & Morrison, 1985).  
Reading research. Through research, scholars have explored reading as a 
complex endeavor that incorporates all aspects of a person’s psychological, physical, 
social, and mental faculties. With the goal of reading being comprehension, researchers 
have studied the numerous methods by which readers comprehend text. Those influenced 
by a sociocultural theoretical framework began to understand the manner in which 
societal factors influenced readers. For example, Heath (1983) in her seminal work, Ways 
with Words, demonstrated how communication, the use of language, and books at home 
affected school performance. Similarly, investigating literacy as a social endeavor, Lewis 
(2001) explored how power was constructed and maintained in literature discussion 
 10 
groups and how such power influenced overall participation during the groups. Other 
sociocultural researchers have studied how students who speak English as a second (or 
third) language have made sense of text (Ajayi, 2005; Auerbach & Paxton, 1997), while 
others have explored how interpretation of text is influenced by ethnicity and experience 
(Murphy & Dudley-Marling, 2003; Vasquez, 2005). For most of these researchers, it 
became evident that readers’ constructed interpretations naturally grew from their 
backgrounds, life experiences, social positionings, and language aptitudes. Literacy 
instruction guided by sociocultural research often takes the form of reader response and 
critical literacy tasks. Pragmatically, this type of instruction incorporates literature 
discussion,  arts integration, and reader’s interpretation, which is respected if it is verified 
within the text.  
 Literacy researchers compelled by a positivist approach explored the medical or 
biological influences of reading and interpretation. Such studies examined brain scans 
during reading (Miller, Sanchez, & Hynd, 2006; Shaywitz & Shaywitz, 2006), behaviors 
of good readers versus poor readers (Cain, Bryant, & Oakhill, 2004; Marino, Gould, & 
Haas, 1985), and motivating factors of reading (Pitcher et al., 2007; Wilson & Trainin, 
2007. Through this line of inquiry, it was understood that readers inherently possessed 
reading skills that could be adapted, modified, or improved with the correct intervention 
and applicable instruction. Controlled text, multiple choice tests, and isolated reading 
skills represent instruction driven by positivist research. Teachers may also guide reading 
instruction  with precise and controlled scripted lessons.. (Scripted lessons may also be 
employed with sociocultural frames to guide instruction, but these scripts tend to have 
more open-ended questions.)  
 11 
Literacy for the 21st Century  
 Tompkins’ (2010) Literacy for the 21st Century: A Balanced Approach, a popular 
textbook in Departments of Education across the nation, listed what teachers of literacy 
must do: 
 Balance explicit instruction with authentic application 
 Integrate reading and writing 
 Teach with trade books as well as textbooks 
 Combine instructional approaches 
 Incorporate new technologies into literacy instruction 
 Differentiate instruction so every student can succeed 
 Link assessment and instruction (Tompkins, 2011, p. 1) 
Although Tompkins highlighted both behaviorist and constructivist models of literacy 
and placed emphasis on student-centered classrooms, she maintainined a balanced 
literacy approach. “The balanced approach to instruction is based on a comprehensive 
view of literacy that combines explicit instruction, guided practice, collaborative 
learning, and independent reading and writing” (Tompkins, 2001, p. 18).  
 Though a balanced approach is encouraged throughout the United States, it was 
my experience as a teacher in various schools that students identified as having a learning 
disability in reading did not often have an opportunity to participate in literature 
discussions. Literature discussions are a compelling component of a balanced literacy 
approach. Instead, the students were relegated to continuous skills and word attack 
methods of instruction consisting of phonics and worksheets. Furthermore, the students 
identified as having a learning disability in reading did not have much social interaction 
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with their peers during literacy instruction, and they were not encouraged to verbalize 
their own understandings. It seemed to me that literacy was not, in fact, “balanced” for 
students with reading disabilities, but was skewed to behaviorist and positivist 
approaches to literacy instruction.   
Using Literature Circles as a Form of Literacy Instruction 
Conceptually, this study was based on the need for research that investigated the 
use of literature circles for students who have a learning disability. Hancock (2008) stated 
that the most natural response to literature is to talk about the book. Johnson and Giorgis 
(2007), citing Schlick Noe and Johnson, stated, “Literature circle involvement benefits all 
students… because it supports and encourages readers to ‘discuss insights, raise 
questions, cite related experiences, wonder about, or puzzle over situations prompted by 
what they read” (p. 99). Additionally, Rosenblatt (2005) argued: 
When students share responses to transactions with the same text, they can learn 
how their evocations from the same signs differ, can return to the text to discover 
their own habits of selection and synthesis, and can become aware, of, and critical 
of, their own processes as readers. (p. 28) 
Williams (2004) contended that discussion was vital to the literacy development 
of students with a learning disability. She stated that such a discussion promoted 
understandings in language structure, language conventions, figurative language, and 
higher-level thinking. In my own classroom, having witnessed literature circles as a 
powerful medium, my naïve goal was to use this strategy with students with a learning 
disability in reading and to trust the research that supported this instruction.  
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Significance of the Study 
 This study has the potential to influence differing fields of educational research, 
specifically literacy instruction within the parameters of reader response, special 
education, and disability studies. Though all these fields are connected through 
educational studies, they each contribute disparate perspectives to literacy research.  
Reader Response 
Relying on literature discussions as a crucial aspect of this study, I examined 
student responses. Other researchers have examined student responses and have been 
concerned with sociocultural constructs such as ethnicity, culture, language, and gender 
(Alsup, 2003; Bean & Moni, 2003; Brozo, Walter, & Placker, 2002; Evans, 2002; 
Franzak, 2006; Gee, 2001; Heath & McLaughlin, 1993; Lewis, 2001; Schultz, 1999; 
Sims, 1983; Sumara, 1996). Yet, their studies have neglected the descriptor of disability 
within response. The participants in this study did respond to the books as individuals, 
but also as a group collective. As a group, they had certain types of responses that 
occurred more frequently.  
Use of materials. Another key aspect to this study was the inclusion of 
postmodern picturebooks. A relatively recent phenomenon, postmodern picturebooks 
integrate and mimic the intertextual nature of the everyday world, for example by making 
connections between and across text and media. Postmodern picturebooks contain a high 
degree of irony, paradox, and numerous metafictive traits (Sipe & Pantaleo, 2008; 
Goldstone, 2004). Metafiction is a type of fiction that incorporates and addresses the 
methods of fiction. Metafiction intentionally parodies fiction as a structured object. It 
distorts the ways stories are told and it is typical for metafictive texts to dismantle or re-
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format common features within a book, such as the title page. Metafictive texts may also 
directly address the reader and involve the reader in the storyline. These distortions force 
the reader to consider the book’s narrative and/or physical construction. Metafiction 
stretches the boundaries of fiction, by altering the design of books and involving the 
reader,  yet these texts are also contained by the static nature of the book.  
Mackey (2008) wrote: 
The postmodern picturebook is a paradoxical object… it meets the conditions of 
postmodernism… it also embodies a fixed and orderly gathering of pages, glued 
or stitched in a linear array. Children learning about act and power of reading 
from these books must learn to cope with the inbuilt contradiction of form. (p. 
105)  
She continued: 
A literary education grounded in such stories develops both tacit and explicit 
awareness of books as systems of conventions and expectations. Young readers 
who grow up with such literary awareness are better equipped to understand how 
books work and to understand that they may be critiqued and challenged. (p. 115) 
Reading disabilities. Classrooms are sites where such books can be critiqued and 
challenged. Most research on reader response to postmodern picturebooks has focused on 
issues of age, gender, language, and culture (Arizpe & Styles, 2003; Arizpe et al., 2008; 
McGuire, Belfatti, & Ghiso, 2008; Pantaleo, 2008; Sipe, 2002, 2008); none could be 
found that focused on the responses of students with a learning disability in reading. 
Researchers, educators, and policymakers should have an awareness of how students with 
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reading disabilities learn and how they respond to literacy instruction that includes 
literature circles or unfamiliar books such as postmodern picturebooks. 
Special Education 
Students who receive special education services are mandated an Individualized 
Education Plan (IEP) through the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, 
2004). An IEP upholds the tenet that each student learns and achieves differently. As 
such, this inquiry would add to special education research because it too holds a similar 
tenet that all readers respond to books in their own unique and individualized manner. 
This study chronicles the diversity of responses within literature discussions.  
Disability Studies 
This study ascribes to the definition of disability maintained with disability 
studies, that is, disability is a social construct maintained by the privileged norm 
(Shapiro, 1993; Potok, 2002; Keith, 2001; Garland-Thomson, 1997; Snyder, 
Brueggeman, & Garland-Thomson, 2002). However, most theory and research within the 
field of disability studies focuses on physical impairments. Missing from this research are 
conceptualizations of people with less obvious impairments, such as a learning disability 
in reading. Because this inquiry was bounded by the category of learning disability in 
reading, it has the potential to enhance understandings of what it means to be a reader for 
students with a learning disability.  
In conclusion, current voids in research exist in reader response theory that 
showcases students with reading disabilities; in postmodern picturebook studies that 
include students with reading disabilities reading and responding to such books; in 
special education research that attends to student engagement within the space of 
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literature circles; and in disability studies that explores less-obvious impairments, such as 
a learning disability in reading. This research addresses those voids. 
Summary  
 The purpose of this study was to examine how students with a learning disability 
in reading responded to postmodern picturebooks during literature discussions. In 
Chapter 1, I introduced the research , explained the purpose, clarified the problem, and 
provided my  philosophical framework and the origin of the study. I also explored a brief  
history of literacy instruction and how it relates to instruction in the 21st century. Finally, 
I described the reason for engaging in literature discussions for students with a learning 
disability in reading—literature discussions are upheld as a valid form of literacy 
instruction but are not often employed with students who have a learning disability. I also 
described why such a study could be potentially significant. There are few studies that 
focus on literature discussions with students who have a learning disability in reading and 
none that use postmodern picturebooks as a primary reading material. In the next chapter, 
I explore the theoretical frame in detail and provide a review of the literature that 
supports this study.  
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Sociocultural Theory: Language Development and Learning 
This study drew on theories that learning is socially mediated and occurs in 
atmospheres such as schools (Martinez-Roldan, 2005; Vygotsky, 1978). Likewise, this 
study’s foundation was built upon sociocultural and social constructivist theories (Brandt, 
2001; Gee, 1996, 1999, 2001; Vygotsky, 1978, 1986; Wink & Putney, 2002) consistent 
with the notion that reading is socially constructed. Certain markers of identity, such as 
race, culture, gender, and disability, influence reading, reading instruction, and reader 
response (Alvermann, 2001; Snyder, Brueggemann, & Garland-Thomson, 2002; Sumara, 
1996, 1998).  
Vygotsky (1978; 1997) viewed learning as a dialectical relationship that included 
social, cultural, and historical components. Through such a dialectical relationship, 
language mediated communication and cognitive development. “We use language, in our 
action of speaking, as a tool for developing thought, and, at the same time, we develop 
language through thought” (Wink & Putney, 2002, p. 47). Teachers who acknowledge 
this social aspect of learning and language interact with learners in language-rich 
environments where readers engage in discourse with a more knowledgeable person 
(Dorn & Soffos, 2005). Gallimore and Tharp (1990) stated that in order to engage 
learners in an instructional conversation, teachers must acknowledge the learners’ zone of 
proximal development (Vygotsky, 1978). Vygotsky (1978) defined the zone of proximal 
development as “the distance between the actual development level as determined by 
independent problem solving and the level of potential development as determined 
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through problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable 
peers” (p. 86). Through productive interactions and instructional conversations, a learner 
steadily matures. 
In this study, instructional conversations were employed through the use of 
literature discussions. As the teacher and researcher, I modeled various ways to discuss a 
book by referring to the text and illustrations or providing interpretations of the story 
based on my own life experience. The role of the teacher is critical as “there must be 
collaboration between themselves and their pupils if an optimal learning atmosphere is to 
be created….The tenor of relationships becomes one of trust and collaboration rather than 
conflict and domination” (Goodman & Goodman, 1990). My attention to individual 
student voices provided a space in which the students constructed their understandings of 
the story and then altered, modified, or changed their interpretations based on the 
conversations and insights provided by other readers.  
Theoretical Frame 
To explain the theoretical framework in this study, I will use the metaphor of a 
Banyan tree. The Banyan tree is comprised of many seeds that sprout trunks that grow 
together. Individual trunks connect, and over time, all the individual roots become one 
giant tree. Looking at a Banyan tree, an observer can clearly see its root structure. Like 
the Banyan tree, the theoretical framework of this study has no singular important trunk, 
but does have constituent roots that influence, support, and enmesh. The theoretical frame 
was built on the concept of postmodernism and is centered on sociocultural theory (the 
big tree). The disparate roots are language development and learning, literacy instruction 
and reader response, and disability and disability studies. In Chapter 2, I profile within 
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these respective areas the research that influenced this study’s construction and data 
analysis. For example, this literature review explores the variety of literature circles, and 
the reasons why literature circles should be used as a literacy approach for students with 
reading disabilities. Because the materials used in this study were vitally important, I also 
provide research on picturebooks and what makes a picturebook postmodern.  
 In postmodern theories, a single “truth” or “correct answer” in reading and 
responding does not exist. Reader and text validate numerous truths (Rosenblatt, 1978). 
Modernism argues for rationalism--the idea that science is Truth—whereas 
postmodernism argues that a singular truth for complex concepts is highly improbable. 
Researchers using postmodernism embrace uncertainty, instability, hybridity, and 
reflexivity. They scrutinize the world through lenses such as disability, gender, language, 
and culture (Corker & Shakespeare, 2002).   
Sociocultural Theory: Literacy Instruction and Reader Response 
This research relied on the notion of collaborative literacy. Collaborative literacy 
supports the idea that sociocultural contexts help make and negotiate meaning. Fish 
(1980) called such a dynamic of negotiating meaning with others an “interpretative 
community,” (1980, p. 1) Through interactions with others, student understanding is 
mediated and bound by the social context, as they make sense of, construct, and defend 
their own interpretations of text.  
Reader response theory gives credit to the personal experiences that readers bring 
to the text. The transactional theory of reader response emphasizes the transaction 
between text and reader as well as the creation of a poem produced during meaning 
making. Rosenblatt (1978, 1982, 1985, 1991, 1995, 2005) used the word “transaction” to 
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explain what occurs when reader and text converge. She theorized that generic readers 
and generic literary works do not exist; a piece of literature “remains merely inkspots on 
paper until a reader transforms them into a set of meaningful symbols” (1995, p. 24). This 
transformation by the reader of the text enables the transaction between reader and text. 
Further, when a transaction has occurred, a poem is evoked.  
The creation of a poem is an “active, self-ordering, and self-corrective process” 
(Rosenblatt, 1978, p. 11) and does not occur in a linear progression. Interpretations are 
validated by the lived through experiences of the reader and the textual clues provided by 
the text. Interpretations are not only validated through modernist objectivity. The readers’ 
experience can also validate some interpretations.  
Reader Response Theory 
 This portion of the literature review emphasizes the key theorists of reader-
response theory, the contributions of  such a theory  to literacy instruction,  and teachers’ 
incorporation of this theory in their classroom instruction. I selected theorists and 
researchers who have portrayed reader response at primarily a social level. 
 Reader-response theory values the reader’s ability to construct meaning rather 
than the act of making meaning through only text-based approaches. Text-based 
approaches dominate schools that ascribe to modernist readings of text in which the truth 
lies in the text itself (Honig, 1995; Karolides, 2000). During modernist readings of text, 
few opportunities exist for students to make personal connections to text; they must 
supply an answer that corresponds with another expert’s interpretation of the text.  
Reader response theory here acknowledges the role of the reader and the social 
context that the reader brings to the literary event. The transaction between reader and 
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text produces meaning, and a single, objective meaning becomes debatable. Rosenblatt 
(1978, 1995, 2005) described the literary event as a continuum between efferent and 
aesthetic reading. In this continuum, efferent denoted what would remain after the 
reading, what knowledge would be kept, and what actions would be taken. The term 
”efferent” was derived from the Latin “efferre” which means, “to carry away” (1978, p. 
24), and it suggests that the reader’s attention is focused “outward… toward concepts to 
be retained… after the reading” (p. 24). Contrariwise, aesthetic denotes what occurs 
during the reading event; as the reader engages in a lived-through experience of the text. 
Aesthetic reading elevates the text to a literary work of art.  
Sensing, feeling, imagining, thinking, synthesizing the states of mind, the reader 
who adopts the aesthetic attitude feels no compulsion other than to apprehend 
what goes on during this process, to concentrate on the complex structure of 
experience that he is shaping and that becomes for him the poem… symbolized 
by the text. (Rosenblatt, 1978, p. 26) 
Rosenblatt explained that the terms efferent and aesthetic did not represent texts; instead, 
these terms explained the reader’s stance as he or she approached text. 
 Additionally, reader-response theorists have varied on the importance of the 
reader in creating meaning. Some contend the reader is the sole determinant of the 
interpretation while others view the reader’s social community as a primary influence on 
interpretation.  
Distinguished by its roots in psychoanalysis, subjective criticism was pioneered 
by David Bleich (Bleich 1975, 1976; Beach, 1993). Subjective criticism was a reaction to 
modernist perspectives of reading that esteemed objectivity. In attempts to raise the status 
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of literature to a level equaling the status of the hard sciences, New Critics sought to find 
clear “truths” in text alone. Bleich (1975) questioned this concept of objectivity in 
relation to literature and believed that it did not exist. He further postulated, 
“Interpretations accepted as ‘true’ achieve this status because they reflect an area of 
common subjective value” (Bleich, 1975, p. 753[emphasis added by Bleich]). Holland, in 
explaining Bleich’s theory, wrote, “Books do not have fantasies or defenses or 
meanings—people do” (1976, p. 336).  In explaining subjective criticism, Bleich clarified 
that all interpretations were the “motivated construction of someone’s mind” (1975, p. 
740) and that interpretative knowledge, though different from other kinds of knowledge, 
was still knowledge (and still valid).  He made a case that readers’ emotional responses 
merited recognition, and he quoted Beach: “Subjective response leads to cognitive 
understanding….Readers enter into an inner dialogue between their experience with the 
text and their own conceptual framework… which leads to a change in perceptions” 
(1993, p. 53).  
Understanding the importance of the social community from which an individual 
reader arises, Fish (1980) instilled the term interpretive community into the reader 
response lexicon. Fish wrote: 
We do not have free-standing readers in a relationship of perceptual adequacy or 
inadequacy to an equally free-standing text. Rather, we have readers whose 
consciousnesses are constituted by a set of conventional notions which when put 
into operation constitute in turn a conventional, and conventionally seen, object.  
(1980, p. 332, italics in original) 
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In other words, readers were not blank slates who interpreted words with no meaning. 
Readers used their history to understand text. Additionally, the interpretive community 
helped readers generate responses as they discussed, validated, and pondered points of 
discussion. Beach explained, “The meaning of text is a product of one’s reading 
strategies operating in specific social contexts” (1993, p. 106). Sloan (2002) clarifies that 
whatever attitudes and conventions are valued and shared in a community determines the 
reader’s response.   
Research in Reader Response 
Research within reader response theory shows that students respond to literature 
in a variety of ways through discussion, dramatization, critiquing, art, and writing (Sipe, 
2002). Spiegel (1998) maintains that reader response research illuminates how students 
make personal connections to text, gain an appreciation and tolerance for multiple 
interpretations, and become more critical readers.  
 Lehr and Thompson (2000) noted the most frequent response to text was at the 
literal level and that the probable reason for this was to “sort through meaning of books 
by making concrete statements of what they are reading” (p. 483). In their study, the 
researchers found that readers interpreted meaning in interactive contexts and reacted 
dialogically to make meaning. They also suggested that by observing children’s 
responses to literature, teachers could gain a better understanding of how students 
organize their thinking about text and how they come to understand literature.  
 Pantaleo’s (2004) research with first-graders found that students make 
intertextual, intratextual, and autobiographical connections during storybook readalouds. 
Sipe’s (2000) research investigating intertextual connections showed that the participants 
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in his study had five typical response patterns during discussion. In his study, readers 
responded to the book: (a) analytically; (b) intertextually, making  connections to another 
book or other form of media; (c) personally, making a personal connection to the story; 
(d) transparently in which the “veil” of the story fell away, and readers began to interact 
with the story as if they were in the story and would talk to the characters directly; and 
(e)) performatively, performing or engaging in obvious reading- directed outbursts, such 
as repeating text out loud or creating new stories from the main story.  
Literature Circles 
The incorporation of literature circles serves as a focus for this study. Literature 
circles are grounded in social-constructivist theory (Cullinan, 1987). This theory aligns 
with sociocultural learning theory that maintains that social interaction is crucial for 
language, thought, and learning (Eeds & Wells, 1989; Lohfink, 2006; Raphael, Florio-
Ruane, & George, 2001; Wood, Roser, & Martinez, 2001).  Central to sociocultural and 
social constructivist theories of learning is the emphasis on conversations and dialogue 
(Ketch, 2005). Learning is socially mediated (Vygotsky, 1978; Martinez-Roldan, 2005) 
and through language students “self regulate their behavior and influence others” 
(Martinez-Roldan, 2005, p. 29). In their research with bilingual students, scholars have 
found that even seemingly dull literature discussions were valid because the students 
were still learning language and language usage through participation (Roller & Beed, 
1994; Lave & Wenger, 1991). “Through their ongoing participation, the children were 
becoming members of a literate community appropriating and transforming ways of 
participating and talking about texts. They were experiencing multiple discourses from 
their peers, the adults, and the book authors” (Martinez-Roldan, 2005, p. 29). 
 25 
Additionally, Alvermann, Dillon, and O’Brien (1987) explained conversation as being 
crucial to enhance knowledge about a text. 
Vygotsky’s (1986) social learning theory relies on his conception of a learner’s 
zone of proximal development. Wink and Putney (2002) explained that the zone of 
proximal development manifests when a learner receives instructional support from 
someone who is more skilled in that particular context and scaffolds the learning. The 
learner then internalizes the new idea and applies it independently in the next problem-
solving situation. This zone of proximal development is rooted in interpersonal and 
intrapersonal communication, and “development begins as an interpersonal process of 
meaning making and then becomes an individualized process of making sense. When we 
enter into discussion and meaningful interaction with others, we employ the process of 
moving from inter- to intrapersonal communication” (Wink & Putney, 2002, p. 91). Such 
a movement is indicative of higher-order thinking processes, especially when coupled 
with literature and placed within a specific social context. Fish’s (1980) perspective of 
reader response indicated that meaning is negotiated through a community and revealed 
through a discussion. In this community, students can begin to demonstrate power and 
ownership that is often encouraged through books that are self-selected (Lewison, 
Leland, & Harste, 2008; Vasquez, Egawa, Harste, & Thompson, 2004).  
Sociocultural Theory: Disability and Disability Studies 
Disability studies maintain a foundational belief that disability is largely 
perceived by the established and privileged norm as a negative environmental and 
cultural status.  At the root of disability studies are challenges of common stereotypes, 
assertions of disability as a cultural representation, and analyses of discourses that 
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advance or inhibit disability identity (Brueggeman, & Garland-Thomson, 2002; Garland-
Thomson, 1997; Keith, 2001; Potok; 2002; Shapiro, 1993; Snyder).  
The concept of disability studies began, in large part, from the disability civil 
rights movement of the 1980s and 90s. The Americans with Disabilities Act (U.S. Dept. 
of Justice, 1990) mandates civil rights for people with disabilities and advocates that the 
term disability encompasses a broad range of impairments, illnesses, disfigurements, and 
limitations resulting from disease or treatment. Included in this definition of disability are 
obvious impairments, such as blindness or paralysis, as well as lesser-recognized markers 
of disability, such as stamina limitations.  
This addition of perception of disability affirms the idea that disability exists as a 
social marker and can be the basis for social inclusion, exclusion, prejudice, or isolation 
in the same fashion that gender, race, ethnicity, or sexuality can be social markers. As a 
result, disability studies seek “to redress the exclusion of disability and disabled people 
from critical discourses, scholarly imaginations, and classrooms” (Snyder, Brueggemann, 
& Garland-Thomson, 2002, p. 3) by critically analyzing how disability is performed and 
configured in social contexts and in language and literary studies. By definition, 
“disability studies is the study of the sociological, political, historical, and cultural 
perspectives of disability, rather than medical or rehabilitative concerns” (Saunders, 
2004, n. p.). The classification of a learning disability occurs simultaneously as a social 
marker, a medical diagnosis, and an academic assessment label. 
Students with a learning disability may be excluded from participating in rich and 
meaningful literature discussions. This exclusion is evident in the lack of research 
investigating the reader response orientations of students with a learning disability 
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(Swanson, Harris, & Graham, 2006). The exclusion is also evident in the limited number 
of trade books for teachers that address how to incorporate such professional and 
pedagogical positions with students who have a learning disability in reading (Allington, 
2002; McCormick, 2003; Morocco & Hindin, 2002; Stringer & Mollineaux, 2003; 
Williams, 2004). 
Learning Disabilities, Reading Disabilities 
Within special education law, reading disabilities fall under the broader category 
of learning disability. The relevant federal law is the reauthorization of the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, 1997, 2004). Definitions of a learning disability 
have been revised numerous times since 1962 when the term was first coined (Hallahan 
& Mock, 2006). The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, 2004) has 
defined learning disabilities (LD) as a disorder in one or more of the basic psychological 
processes involved in understanding or in using spoken or written language. A learning 
disability may manifest as an imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell or 
do mathematical calculations. This definition includes conditions such as perceptual 
disabilities, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental 
aphasia. The term does not include learning problems that result primarily from visual, 
hearing, or motor disabilities; mental retardation; emotional disturbance; or 
environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantage (IDEA, 2004).  (34 C.F.R. 
300.7(b)(10)) 
The definition of LD given by the National Joint Commission on LD (NJCLD, 1990) 
follows: 
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Learning disabilities is a general term that refers to a heterogeneous group of 
disorders manifested by significant difficulties in the acquisition and use of 
listening, speaking, reading, writing, reasoning, or mathematical abilities. These 
disorders are intrinsic to the individual, presumed to be due to central nervous 
system dysfunction, and may occur across the life span. Problems in self-
regulatory behaviors, social perception, and social interaction may exist with 
learning disabilities but do not by themselves constitute a learning disability. 
Although learning disabilities may occur concomitantly with other handicapping 
conditions (for example, sensory impairment, mental retardation, serious 
emotional disturbance), or with extrinsic influences (such as cultural differences, 
insufficient or inappropriate instruction), they are not the result of those 
conditions or influences. (National Joint Committee, 1990, p. 1) 
The NJCLD construed the definition of LD to mean a potentially biological or 
neurological impairment, but they also acknowledged the related social influences.  
Exacerbating the problem of defining LD is the method used to classify students 
as having an LD. Most states have adopted the federal recommendation to define LD as 
an unexpected discrepancy between IQ and achievement (Fletcher, Morris, & Lyon, 
2006). Federal guidelines have also provided specific evaluation procedures and criteria 
for this disability. A team reviews these procedures and criteria before they make a 
special education placement. These federal guidelines support the view that a learning 
disability can be understood as a social construct, just as other disabilities can be viewed 
from a social perspective. 
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 Davis (2000) described disability as a “social construction” (p. 56). In order for a 
disability to exist, “there must be an analysis of what it means to have or lack certain 
functions” (p.56). Social constructions of disability are evident in global data systems. 
Because each individual nation has different definitions of what it means to be disabled, 
“disability data are compiled under different conceptual frameworks, data collection 
schemes, and sampling frames” (Fujiura & Rutkowski-Kmitta, 2001, p. 78). Statistics 
culled from 1985-1992 showed that South Asia had a disability rate of less than 2% of the 
population, whereas North America had a rate of disability above 12% (Fujiura & 
Rutkowski-Kmitta, 2001). In the United States, schools, historically, have helped build 
such social constructions of disability by refusing to educate certain students, by creating 
residential schools for specific disabilities, and by segregating students according to their 
ability (Braddock & Parish, 2001). 
Supporting the theory that an LD is socially defined results from the 
disproportionate representation of certain ethnic groups classified as LD in the United 
States. According to Hallahan and Mock (2006), African Americans are slightly 
overrepresented in the LD category. African Americans ages 6 to 21 represent 14.8 % of  
the student population, but account for 18.3 % of students being serviced for LD.  
  Dudley-Marling (2004) argued, “What is important to understand is that LD is 
intelligible only in the context of schooling….Individual students cannot have LD on 
their own” (p.484). In this atmosphere, LD becomes defined in terms of skill deficits 
(Dudley-Marling, 2004) in relation to others in measures of IQ and achievement. Yet, it 
is in schools that students are placed and expected to learn. It is through such institutions 
that students are tracked and organized based on ability and age, and learning is measured 
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by mastery of skills. In our schools, we measure student activities and then rank order 
students along a continuum (Reid & Button, 1995).  
Learning Disability Instructional Delivery Models. 
Historically, instruction for students in special education was quite bleak until the 
Education of All Handicapped Children Act passed in 1975. This act is often referred to 
as Public Law (PL) 94-142 and gives all students with disabilities a right to a public 
education. This law also explained such terms as Least Restrictive Environment (LRE), 
Individual Education Plan (IEP), and Due Process. These terms make it critical for 
educators to determine educational goals based on individual capacity and documented 
disability. The LRE and IEP offer a continuum of services for the student with LD, which 
typically includes a slower pace of instruction and the addition of attending a resource 
room (Zigmond, 2006). Conceptualized in 1970 by Kephart, the resource room was 
originally intended as  
a clinical approach in which [the student with LD] is removed from the classroom 
for a short time, a half-hour or an hour a day. During this short period, 
individually or in small groups of two or three, intensive attack is made on his 
learning problems—not upon curriculum matters, but upon the learning problem 
itself and the methods in which he processes information. (Kephart, as cited by 
Zigmond, 2006, p. 110) 
Various research inquiries argue which service delivery model is best for the student with 
an LD (i.e., inclusive education in the general education classroom or a pull-out program, 
such as a resource room). Research by Holloway (2001) found that students with mild 
LD made significant progress in reading when following combined models of education. 
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Rea, McLaughlin, and Walther-Thomas (2002) showed that students with LD served in 
inclusive models of education received higher grades, comparable scores on standardized 
tests, and had higher rates of attendance than students in pull-out programs. Other 
researchers reported unsatisfactory academic gains from inclusion models (Fox & 
Ysseldyke, 1997; Sale & Carey, 1995; Vaughn, Erlbaum, & Boardman, 2001; Zigmond, 
2006; Zigmond & Baker, 1990), leading researchers in this field to conclude that no 
model works for every student (Manset & Semmel, 1997; Murawski & Swanson, 2002; 
Zigmond, 2006)  
 Addressing the issue of service delivery models, Zigmond explored classroom 
activities and stated, “What students learn from their classroom experiences is a function 
of what they do during class time” (italics in original, Zigmond, 2006, p. 115). From a 
longitudinal study that spanned 2 years, Zigmond found that students in self-contained 
classrooms spent only 26 minutes engaged in oral or silent reading, with little progress 
made on reading achievement. In another related study, Zigmond and Baker (1994) 
chronicled what happened when one student with LD transitioned from a part-time, self-
contained classroom to a fully inclusive general education classroom by noting allocated 
reading instructional time. The authors concluded that “time-on-task in oral and silent 
reading was virtually the same in the mainstream as the year before in the pull-out special 
education program” (Zigmond & Baker, 1994, p. 116). As such, the student studied had 
little differences in his reading growth and caused the researchers to hypothesize that it is 
not the setting that matters, but the learning opportunities that exist in the setting that 
account for reading achievement.  
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Using Literature Circles with Students Who Have a Learning Disability 
 Schlick Noe and Johnson (1999) defined literature circles as “small groups of 
students who gather together to discuss a piece of literature in depth. The discussion is 
guided by students’ response to what they have read” (1999, p. xi). Johnson and Giorgis 
(2007) stated that literature circles “capitalize on the social nature of learning by 
honoring talk and shared experiences as valuable ways to respond to a book” (p. 99). 
Further, involvement in a literature circle is beneficial to all students regardless of age or 
ability. Literature circles have also been identified as an effective and best practice 
method of literacy instruction to meet the needs of all children (Reutzel, 2007). Literature 
circles are a format or a means in which students gather to respond to text(s). Variations 
of literature circles can occur, but the primary distinction of a literature circle is 
communication and dialogue about text(s). Literature circles provide the framework for a 
type of community to be established and also build the parameters for a type of 
conversation to occur. In essence, a literature circle is the organizational structure and 
community in which literature discussions are held. Yet, the nature of discussions can be 
befuddling. For that reason, it is important to clarify the distinctions between teacher -led 
literature discussions and peer-led literature discussions.  
Teacher-Led Discussions and Peer-Led Discussions 
Distinctions between teacher-led discussions (Berne & Clark, 2008; Morocco & 
Hindin, 2002) and peer-led discussions (Carico, 2001; Maloch, 2002; Short, Kaufman, 
Kaser, Kahn, & Crawford, 1999) have been investigated by researchers, but little research 
has been conducted that addresses how to lead or facilitate literature discussions with 
students who have a learning disability in reading. Drawing on the research that examines 
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the roles adults enact when leading literature discussions, this study aligned with the 
perspectives provided by Short, Kaufman, Kaser, Kahn, and Crawford (1999), which 
described these roles as facilitator, participant, mediator, and active listener. Within 
literature circles, facilitators typically encourage student conversation, provide additional 
details of the story, restate comments for clarification, and maintain order. As a 
participant, a teacher shares personal connections, opinions, and insights and/or 
confusions about the story from her own reading. Mediators rely on facilitator and 
participant talk to help readers explore their own experiences and values, and expand 
conversation to inquire about important life issues. Discussions within and around a 
mediator role tend to speak less about the book, and more about a reader’s personal 
feelings and experiences. An active listener role denotes listening through the use of head 
nods, uttering “yeah” and “hmmm” to affirm or acknowledge comments. Short et al. 
(1999) conceded that the overuse of active listening might unintentionally affirm the 
power and status of the adult since students tended to focus on the teacher and compete 
for his or her attention.  None of the above roles are  isolated or firm; rather they are 
dynamic, fluid, and move in and out of the various roles in response to the interactions 
and discussions within a literature circle. It is the adult, when present, who negotiates and 
balances the various responsibilities in the literature circle.  
Research, concerning either adult led or peer led discussions, shows that the adult 
in the room determines the purpose and overall design of the literature circle 
(Commeyras & Sumner, 1998; Eeds & Wells, 1989). The organization of a literature 
circle can either be directly taught, such as through the use of assigned roles that students 
adhere to (Anderson & Corbett, 2008; Daniels, 1994) or they can be informally explained 
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through interactions and conversations during the discussion (Short, Kaufman, Kaser, 
Kahn, & Crawford, 1999). In either case, the adult is the director, formally or informally, 
in any given literature circle framework. This role of director determines the book 
choices, poses a main or leading question to begin the discussions, invites a method of 
response, in writing or through art or conversation, and maintains some form of 
documentation while the literature discussion progresses. In studies that recount peer led 
discussions (Commeyras & Sumner, 1998; Kauffman & Short, 2001; Maloch, 2002), 
there is an initial phase that instructs the students on how to be a part of a literature circle. 
This initial instructional phase is predominantly adult led through modeling, and a slow 
transition to peer led discussion follows. Again, as director, the adult will typically chose 
a guiding question to frame a literature circle topic for the day. For example, research 
conducted by Morocco and Hindin (2002), that included students who had a learning 
disability, illustrated how the teacher directed the discussion’s topic at the beginning of 
the class period concerning the book The Skin I’m In by Sharon Flake (1998).  
Today, in your small groups, you’re going to talk about choices that Maleeka 
could have made or could not have made. How she responds, reacts to those 
choices she made, and does she have that choice… and that is what you are going 
to talk about in your groups. (Morocco & Hindin, 2002, p. 149) 
The teacher then provided the students a concept map to complete during their 
discussions.   
Maloch (2002) described how a teacher acted as a scaffold as the students 
transitioned from teacher-led discussions to peer-led discussions. As a scaffold, the 
teacher supplied strategies on how to participate in a literature discussion. These 
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strategies included asking questions, using responsive phrases (“I agree/disagree 
because…), acknowledging comments, and sharing book quotes to support responses.  
During this research, the teacher continuously had to intervene during the literature 
discussion “to scaffold students’ developing understandings of the discussion process” (p. 
108) and included aspects such as modeling, highlighting of strategies, and providing 
feedback.  
Ways to Respond in Literature Discussions 
Sipe’s (2000) research with first and second graders was crucial in helping me 
formulate research questions and in analyzing data. I emphasize this particular study 
because it structured and framed my own study in a cohesive manner. In his study, Sipe 
read books aloud to first and second graders, then categorized their types of verbal 
responses to the stories read. He created five main categories: Analytical, Intertextual, 
Personal, Transparent, and Performative. He explained the categories using the following 
descriptors:    
Analytical: Dealing with the text as an object or cultural product. Children stay 
within the text and make comments that reflect an analytical stance 
Intertextual: Relating the text being read to other cultural products. The text is 
understood in the context of other texts, functioning as an element in a matrix of 
interrelated texts.  
Personal: Connecting the text to one's own life, moving either from the life to the 
text or from the text to one's life. The text acts as a stimulus for a personal 
connection.  
Transparent: Entering the world of the story and becoming one with it. The story 
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world becomes (momentarily) identical with and transparent to the children's 
world.  
Performative: Entering the text world and manipulating one's own purposes. The 
text functions as a for children's creativity, becoming a playground for a 
carnivalesque romp  (p. 268) 
 
 Sipe also clarified the action that readers do with the texts. Within Analytical 
responses, readers analyze the text and/or pictures. Intertextual responses require a type 
of link or relationship between something else read or known. Personal responses 
encourage a type of personalization of the story. Transparent responses allow a type of 
merging with the text, such that readers begin talking back to the books. Performative 
responses occur when the text provides a type of platform from which the reader can 
perform.  
 As shall be discussed in Chapter 4, this understanding of how readers can respond 
to stories was integral to my data analysis, distinctions were made between the types of 
responses certain books encouraged as well as response patterns for individuals over 
time. Though other research detailing reader response and reader actions with text exists, 
I found Sipe’s succinct categorizations to be beneficial and provided me necessary 
support. 
 Reading Instruction with Students with Learning Disabilities  
Prominent research in the field of special education typically follows a 
behaviorist, modernist objective and reading research in this field corresponds with this 
perspective. To elucidate this point, the Handbook of Learning Disabilities (2006) 
contains 23 reviews of literature from a quantitative perspective, and only one chapter 
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from a qualitative perspective.  Most research on reading instruction focuses mainly on 
tasks that can be quantified in some manner, such as comprehension tests or word attack 
strategies, and phonemic awareness. While little research inquires about other reading 
endeavors such as literary response and literature discussions. This portion of the review 
highlights specific research using response-based approaches to literacy learning. Let me 
reiterate that the category reading disability typically falls under the broader category 
learning disability, and most articles cede to the learning disability descriptor. 
 Morocco et al. (2001) stated that students with LD needed to have access to 
instruction that provides the relevant support to engage in various literary tasks. Research 
findings have indicated that students with LD are less likely to rely on comprehension 
strategies, such as self-questioning, prediction and re-reading (Graham, Harris, 
MacArthur & Schwartz, 1991) and bring less knowledge about texts to their reading 
pursuits (Englert & Hiebert, 1984; Wong, Wong, & Blenkinshop, 1989). During peer 
discussions, students with LD contribute fewer personal responses to text as well as fewer 
evaluations of text than their general education peers (McMahon & Raphael, 1997). Yet, 
other researchers have concluded strong outcomes for students with learning disabilities 
when cooperative learning and opportunities to discuss their reading are integrated in the 
classroom (Graham & Harris, 1997; Morocco & Zorfass, 1996; Zorfass & Copel, 1999). 
A study by Morocco et al. (2001) found that students with LD were more eager to voice 
their opinions about their reading during small group discussions than during the larger 
whole class discussions. 
 A study by Blum, Yipsett, and Yocum (2002) demonstrated that students with LD 
have an understanding of their reading difficulties and that they perceived an 
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improvement in their reading skills as a result of participating in literature discussions. 
Other data culled from this study indicated that literature circles had the added benefit of 
fostering risk-taking, communication, and listening skills for students with LD, which led 
the researchers to conclude, “Literature circles are an appropriate accommodation for 
inclusive classrooms, and this approach promotes self-determination” (p. 107).  
Morocco & Hindin (2002) understood the difficulties that students with LD face 
when engaging in literature discussions.  
Although collaborative interpretation of literature builds textual understanding, 
social understanding, and motivation to read, this form of literary discourse also 
makes rigorous demands on students as readers and speakers… The negotiation of 
meaning that is taking place… requires that students assert interpretive claims, 
support these claims with evidence from the text, and build on others’ ideas. In 
addition… students need to draw on their own personal world to make sense of 
the events and characters in the social world of the text. (p. 145) 
In their study, Morocco and Hindin found that students with LD could attain these 
necessary skills when participating in literature discussions.   
 Williams (2004) contended that discussion is vital to literacy development for 
students with LD.  Discussion promotes understandings in language structure, language 
conventions, figurative language, as well as higher-level thinking.  
Literature Discussions with Students with Reading Disabilities  
Numerous books have been authored that explore the importance of literature 
circles/discussions (Calkins, 2001; Daniels, 1994, 2002; Daniels & Steineke, 2004; Eeds 
& Wells, 1989; Schlick-Noe & Johnson, 1999). Embedded in this idea of literature 
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discussions is the belief that students need a space to talk about books. By giving an 
opportunity to discuss literature, a classroom community can be built through giving 
students an ability to invest in their own learning (Short & Pierce, 1998). Further, a 
classroom that engages in literature discussions becomes a student-centered classroom, as 
opposed to a teacher-centered classroom, and enables students to advance language skills 
(Cox, 1997; Harste, 1999; Short, 1999; Ketch, 2005).  
Poor language skills, such as word ordering, word meaning, and word 
relationships are likely to be evident in students with LD (Semel & Wiig, 1975; Wiig & 
Semel, 1981). Students with LD also display difficulties in appropriate use of language in 
conversational settings (Dudley-Marling, 1985). Dudley-Marling and Searle (1988) 
provide guidelines on methods to create a favorable language environment for students 
with LD. These guidelines include the physical setting must promote talk, the teacher 
must provide opportunities for students to interact and use language as they learn, the 
teacher needs to provide opportunities for students to use language in a variety of 
purposes for a variety of audiences, and the teacher needs to respond to student talk in 
ways that encourage continued talk. Through engagement in discussions with others, 
students rely on their experiences and ideas to create in-depth responses (Williams, 
2004).  
Wood, Roser, and Martinez (2001) maintain that incorporating literature 
discussions can be an effective method to explore cultural diversity, multilingual 
contexts, and collaborative inquiry. Further, Giles, Dickinson, McBride, and Vandover 
(1994) explain that literature discussions involve all aspects of language in natural, 
generative ways (Lohfink, 2006). Hancock (2006) warns teachers that not all books are 
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worthy of discussion groups as they need to possess a well-crafted story, memorable 
language, and diverse characters.  
 Although literature discussions are not always perfect (Clarke & Holwadel, 2007; 
Short, Kaufman, Kaser, Kahn, & Crawford, 1999), literature conversations build on 
Vygotsky’s (1978) concept  of learning as a social activity,   Rosenblatt’s transactional 
theory of reading , and  Fish’s interpretive communities. In addition, classrooms based on 
student-centered, reader responses allow for diversity to flourish. 
Postmodern Picturebooks  
During a pilot study I read postmodern picturebooks with students who had a 
learning disability in reading. In this pilot study, I was amazed at the number of 
intertextual connections made between and across books and other media. Intrigued by 
that research, I had elected to include similar (and often the same) titles within this 
current study, yet I had to provide space for the participants to select this type of reading 
material themselves. All the choices that I offered to the participants qualified as a 
“picturebook”. After choices were given, the participants selected the category featuring 
the postmodern picturebooks. In this section, I emphasize general definitional criteria for 
picturebooks and their distinction from illustrated books, and then I clarify specific 
qualifications for postmodernity in picturebooks.  
Picturebooks 
Arizpe and Styles (2003) contended that sophisticated picturebooks required 
sophisticated readings and that all texts (including picturebooks) conveyed cultural, 
social, and historical messages. They classified picturebooks as a book “… in which the 
story depends on the interaction between written text and image and where both have 
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been created with a conscious aesthetic intention… composed of pictures and wors whose 
intimate interaction creates layers of meaning…” (p. 22). For the purposes of this study, I 
focus most on the visual and textual relationship in picturebooks since that was the 
method most used by the participants to make sense of the stories.  
In The Potential of Picturebooks (1995) Kiefer said, “Children live in a highly 
complex visual world and are bombarded with visual stimuli more intensely than 
preceding generations” (p. 10). Kiefer admonishes teachers for spending little time 
helping children recognize and understanding the differing forms of visual information 
they encounter. To that end, understanding picturebooks is a complex process since 
different books integrate different art forms and since the pictures can change the 
meaning of the words. This type of discordant reading is most often used as a form of 
irony, where the text expresses one interpretation and the pictures show another. Sipe 
(1998) describes another juxtaposition between illustrations and text within picturebooks, 
“There is thus a tension between our impulse to gaze at the pictures… and not to interrupt 
the temporal narrative flow. The verbal text drives us to read in a linear way, where the 
illustrations seduce us into stopping to look” (p. 101). However, Short (2004) defines a 
picturebook as, “…a seamless whole conveying meaning in art and language. The 
illustrations do more than reflect the action in the text-they share in moving the story 
forward and in conveying and enhancing the meaning behind the story” (p. 12). 
In all descriptors of what makes a picturebook a picturebook, there is a consensus 
that attention to both illustrations and text must be considered. It is also accepted that the 
illustrative imagery provides as much, and sometimes more, meaning to the story as the 
written words. The illustrations can negate, extend, and enhance the text when language 
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falls short. Lewis (2001) citing Meek (1992) calls this process a type of interanimation. 
Lewis says,  
…although pictures and words in close proximity in the picturebook influence 
each other, the relationship is never entirely symmetrical. What the words do to 
the pictures is not the same as what the pictures do to the words…. The words in a 
picturebook tend to draw attention to the parts of the pictures we should attend to, 
whereas the pictures provide the words with a specificity—colour, shape, and 
form—that they would otherwise lack. (p. 35) 
Within picturebooks there is an interaction between words and images. 
Nikolajeva and Scott (2000) provide a spectrum of interactions of words and images. 
These main categories are symmetry, enhancement, counterpoint, and contradiction. 
Symmetry occurs when words and images reflect and convey the same information. 
Enhancement is when the pictures expand upon the meaning of the words, or vice versa. 
Counterpoints happen when the words or pictures offer alternative information, requiring 
the reader to make an effort in forming a connection between word and pictures. 
Contradictions thrust the pictures and words so far apart that they convey different 
interpretations.  
Key features of visual imagery. Because books are tangible objects, readers can 
use books again and again to critique, explore, and reflect on visual images (Kiefer, 
1995). The participants in this study did pause over images more than they discussed the 
text. Lewis (2001) describes key features of visual images, such as action and movement, 
size and location, and symbolism. Tunnell and Jacobs (2008) also describe visual 
elements that are prominent in art that affect how a viewer responds to the art, such as 
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line, shape, color, texture, and composition. I share certain key features of visual imagery 
since they helped me gauge how certain participants were responding to certain aspects 
of the stories.  
Lines can be curvy or straight, and can vary in the length and size. The direction 
of the line can impact how the image is received. For example, diagonal lines suggest 
movement, and horizontal lines suggest tranquility. Lines give an image a contour and 
can appear as if the image is animated. This is often conveyed through small, broken, 
lines, dashes and streaks. Stable lines such that are bold, strong, and thick suggest a sense 
of timelessness. Hatching and cross-hatching of lines darken colors and create shadows.  
Shape is a two dimensional representation of an object. Curved shapes typically 
represent nature, and angular shapes denote man-made objects. Also, the shape’s size and 
location denote its prominence.  
Large objects in the background are not only diminished in size but also in 
significance, and small elements can be given prominence either by moving them 
closer to the picture plane or by bringing them closer than another larger, more 
distant, object.  (Lewis, 2001, p. 111) 
Location of an object on a page can also influence meaning. High and low, and 
left and right all suggest different importance. Though we do view images holistically 
while bound in a book, pictorial representations are often read from left to right. The 
result is that images on the left side of the page suggest security and stability, and images 
on the right side suggest a movement toward risk or adventure (Moebius, 1986; Lewis, 
2001). The high (or top) of the page has more esteemed value and denotes an ecstatic or 
joyous state, and the low (or bottom) of the page can signify a homely or low status.  
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Color, within visual images, can be complex because color is affected by hue, 
value, and saturation. Color can also cause an image to appear serene, somber, festive, or 
ancient, as well as have symbolic meaning. Certain colors can convey certain emotions as 
is heard in the phrase, “I’m blue.”  A vibrant, red object amidst an image of grey renders 
the red object very important. It is through the use of color that makes it to become the 
focal point.  
Throughout our literature discussions, the participants picked up on certain cues 
within the illustrations to arrive at meaning and as part of their sense-making of the story. 
They typically referenced color and shape, which are emphasized through line. Noticing 
an object or character’s location and position on the page also helped them to 
comprehend the story.  
The Composition of Postmodern Picturebooks 
 At its core, the postmodern picturebook is a paradoxical object because it meets 
the conditions of postmodernism, but it also requires a set and orderly gathering of pages 
that are stitched together in a linear arrangement (Mackey, 2008). Anstey (2002), whose 
research helped me frame my analysis, positions postmodern picturebooks as a link to 
new literacies and other forms of media.  Postmodern picturebooks are constrained by the 
structure and form of the traditional book (stitched together linearly) and thereby do not 
have the flexibility of multi- and hypermedia; yet, as Anstey argues, postmodern 
picturebooks contain certain characteristics that are also found within New Literacies, 
and multiliteracies.  
Multiliteracies focus on the many modes of representation and forms of text that 
have been made available through multimedia and technological change. Therefore, 
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being multiliterate requires not only the mastery of communication, but an ability to 
critically analyse, deconstruct, and reconstruct a range of texts and other 
representational forms. (Anstey, 2002, p. 446) 
 Reading a postmodern picturebook, comprehension requires analysis, 
deconstruction and reconstruction to arrive at meaning. The postmodern picturebook is 
intentionally “…designed to interrupt reader expectation and produce multiple meanings 
and readings” and “…looks different and is meant to be read differently” (p. 447).  
Postmodern picturebooks, like other picturebooks, requires a high degree of 
interaction between words and images, and also incorporate an eclectic array of layout 
designs and metafictive devices in their storytelling. It is this integration of metafictive 
devices that distinctly classify books as postmodern. In her article, Goldstone (1998) 
clarifies the literary characteristics of metafictive picturebooks. She wrote: 
Metafiction is defined as self-referential literature, that is ‘narcissistic turning of 
art upon its own process…’ It is narrative in which the illusion of fiction is 
suspended in some way, directing the reader’s attention toward the process of the 
story’s creation. It contains an openness of text which depends as much on the 
reader’s interpretation as the author’s direction. (p. 48)  
Goldstone, whose research also aided my data analysis, provides some hallmarks 
of metafictive books. One example of metafiction occurs when the author and/or 
illustrator breaks the fourth wall or splinters the text and begins to speak directly to the 
reader, as in There’s a Monster at the End of this Book (Stone, 2004) where Grover 
implored the reader to not turn the page. Another type of metafiction described by 
Goldstone includes non-linearity of text. This is when the story is not told in a linear 
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fashion, and timelines will jump to numerous points of the narrative. Conversational 
language and “people prose” is another device of metafictive text that incorporates both 
illustrations and the author’s writing style. Goldstone wrote, “The words and concepts are 
linked through allusion, personal, often intimate reflections, asides, and rhythmic 
connectors… this resembles the rhythm of language found in actual conversation” (1998, 
p. 49). Goldstone used John Burningham’s example of Granpa (1984) where text that 
denoted grandfather’s words were in standard print, and the text representing the 
granddaughters were in italics. The integration of multiple story lines is another type of 
metafiction that relies tremendously on the illustrations. An example of very involved 
book using multiple storylines would be Black and White (Macaulay, 1990). A warning 
on this book’s title page stated “This book appears to contain a number of stories that do 
not necessarily occur at the same time. Then again, it may contain only one story. In any 
event, careful inspection of both words and pictures is recommended” (p. 1). Lastly, 
Goldstone highlighted the description of the creative process as a type of metafictive 
device. This occurs when the reader becomes consciously aware of the creative process 
used by the author/illustrator. Lauren Child (2002), both author and illustrator, 
demonstrated how she makes her readers aware that an author constructed the book the 
reader is reading. At one point in the story Who’s Afraid of the Big Bad Book? (2002) the 
narrator said, “At long last, he came to an enormous door. It was difficult to open because 
the illustrator had drawn the handle much too high up, but after three attempts at 
jumping, Herb managed to grab it and slowly creak the door open” (Child, p.14, italics 
added). In this instance, Child has broken the fourth wall, and cued the reader into the 
artistic creation of the book.  
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Other precise definitions for postmodern picturebooks are difficult to formulate as 
no single book exhibits every aspect of postmodernism, rather all books exist along a 
continuum of postmodernism (Pantaleo & Sipe, 2008). Nonetheless, Sipe and McGuire 
(as cited by Pantaleo & Sipe, 2008), have identified six characteristics of postmodern 
picturebooks: 
1. Blurring the distinction between popular and “high culture, the categories of 
traditional literary genres, and the boundaries among author, narrator, and 
reader 
2. Subversion of literary traditions and conventions and undermining the 
traditional distinction between the story and the outside “real” world 
3. Intertextuality (present in all text) is made explicit and manifold, often taking 
the form of pastiche, a wry, layered blend of texts from many sources 
4. Multiplicity of meanings, so that there are multiple pathways through the 
narrative, a high degree of ambiguity, and nonresolution or open-ended 
endings 
5. Playfulness, in which reading are invited to treat the text as a semiotic 
playground 
6. Self-referentiality, which refuses to allow readers to have a vicarious lived-
through experience, offering instead a metafictive stance by drawing attention 
to the text as a text rather than as a secondary world. (italics in original, p. 3) 
Research with Postmodern Picturebooks 
Within postmodern picturebooks there is a high degree of interaction between 
multiple sign systems and visual imagery. In these books, the illustrations and other 
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visual elements of the books are crucial to making sense of the story, more so than what 
occurs in traditional picturebooks. The visual dynamic within postmodern picturebooks is 
crucial to comprehending the stories embedded within them. Giorgis and Johnson (1999) 
defined visual literacy as “the ability to construct meaning from visual image,” (p. 147) 
and relied on the visual symbols (line, color, space, shape, etc.) provided to make sense 
of the text. This high rate of interaction between pictures and words is an interesting 
dynamic to research with readers.  
 Carger’s (2004) research found that 43% of discussion comments were directly 
art related and visual understandings of picturebooks “support and encourage 
communication of literate comprehension” (p. 290). Styles and Arizpe (2001) found that 
students who were labeled as below average readers “were capable of subtle and engaged 
analysis of visual texts within an enabling environment” (p. 280). Lastly, Hancock (2006) 
asserts that the use of picturebooks in a language arts curriculum cultivates visual literacy 
skills.  
 Research by Pantaleo (2008) demonstrated that students can respond to 
postmodern picturebooks with great sophistication when given the proper support and 
when teachers scaffold the sense-making process. Also, McGuire, Belfatti, and Ghiso 
(2008) found that students rely on their resources of their interpretive community to 
reason and assert their interpretive authority. In this study, students noticed postmodern 
features of the text and questioned their construction. The overall collaboration of making 
sense of postmodern books “was as rife with ambiguities, discontinuities, and disruptions 
as the picturebooks themselves” (p. 204), and in wrestling with such ambiguities the 
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students had to substantiate interpretations with evidence from the text or other 
rationales.  
 Another study by Arizpe et al. (2008) included bilingual students’ responses to 
postmodern picturebooks and supported the findings that students discuss and 
sophisticatedly  negotiate meaning when discussing texts as well as demonstrate high 
cognitive skills. Citing Mallouri, they stated, “Far from being intimidated, the children 
entered the book and took over the blank spaces, filling the silences with roars of laughter 
and the gaps with all kinds of play” (p. 219-220). In their study they concluded students 
from other cultures needed more explanations and prompts to make sense of such books, 
and the visual elements of the book provided the “intertextual bridges” necessary for 
understanding (p. 220).  
 Sipe (2008) found that first grade students negotiated meaning in postmodern 
picturebooks and “accomplished a great deal of interpretive work” (p. 234). He also 
found that the students did not resist the story but went with the flow even though the 
books were non-traditional in form. Also, Sipe paid close attention to the teacher’s role 
and discovered that the teacher allowed the students to “puzzle out the story for 
themselves” (p. 235). The teacher asked more open-ended questions which encouraged 
the students to extend, clarify, or amplify their interpretations. In doing so, the teacher 
played a less authoritative role 
Summary 
 The aim of this study was to understand how students with reading disabilities 
engaged in literature circles and how they responded to postmodern picturebooks. 
Although numerous theories support the method of sharing literature,  research exploring 
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this method  for students with reading disabilities is sparse. Additionally, many studies 
have investigated the nature of literature circles with other markers of distinction, such as 
ethnicity, gender, and English language ability and have argued that literature circles 
enhance the curriculum for those particular students.  
 This study attends to the specific research questions in a sociocultural frame and 
from three perspectives (i.e., theories of learning and language; literary theory; disability 
studies).  These viewpoints suggest that reading is a social and dynamic process. The 
primary objective of this research was to address how this method of literacy engagement 
provoked response for students with reading disabilities. The reading material selected 
had a primary role in what was discussed and how the participants responded to the 
stories.  
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CHAPTER 3 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
 In Chapter 1, I introduced the topic of literature circles, In Chapter 2, I described 
the lack of research on literature circles for students with reading disabilities. In this 
chapter, I detail the methods used to conduct the study.  
Given the purpose of the study and the research questions, a qualitative case study 
approach was employed. The parameters that bounded the study suggested an 
“embedded, single-case” design (Yin, 2003, p. 43). To best explain the complex nature of 
this research, I will first present information through a type of funnel, starting with the 
broad overview. Next, I will focus on specific, unique aspects of the study including my 
role as a researcher, the research site, the participants, and the collection and analysis of 
data from literature circles. The reader must bear in mind that much of the process 
evolved concurrently, meaning that, for example, I did not truly understand my role until 
I began preliminary data analysis.  
 Also, I have volumes of data that do not necessarily address the specific questions 
I have asked in this dissertation. So, though my role as a researcher is important to the 
structure of literature circles, and is necessary to include, my role and how I facilitated or 
led the literature discussions is not the point of this particular research. Thus, I present a 
broad overview of many nuances of the research so that the reader can best understand 
the setting, the participants, and the researcher.  
Purpose of the Study 
 The purpose of this study was to examine the verbal responses of students with 
reading disabilities who participated in literature discussions within the context of a 
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literature circle during the regular school day. Informed by a lack of research that 
connects these two aspects of literacy instruction, i.e., students with a learning disability 
in reading and literature circles, I was prompted to explore such parameters. I was 
concerned mostly with how the participants made sense of the books through literature 
discussions. Once the participants selected the materials, the type of material became a 
keen aspect of this study and is reflected in my research questions. Since they selected an 
intricate book format, i.e., postmodern picturebooks, this study gleaned understanding 
from this type of book specifically, though I believe much of it is applicable to the 
reading of other texts and textual structures. Thus, the study’s purpose and research 
questions focused on participants’ verbal responses as they read and discussed 
postmodern picturebooks.  
Research Questions 
Continual analysis of the data, interactions with the participants, and my own 
ponderings and analytical memos helped structure the research questions. The research 
questions evolved and also provided a guidepost when I became lost in the data. The data 
I amassed can be presented and displayed in numerous formats, but for the purpose of 
this study, I narrowed the research to two questions. These questions are: 
1.) What features of postmodern picturebooks did the participants respond during 
literature discussions? 
2.) How did the individual participants respond to postmodern picturebooks during 
literature discussions?  
Again, my questions were not finalized until after data were collected, since at the 
start of data collection the participants had not selected postmodern picturebooks yet!   
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Qualitative Research 
The methodology for this study was influenced by literary theory, primarily 
reader response (Beach, 1993; Fish, 1980; Evans, 2001; Johnson & Giorgis, 2007; Moss, 
2002; Rosenblatt, 1978; Short & Pierce, 1998; Spiegel, 1998). Sociocultural theory (Gee, 
2001; Lewis, 2001; Sumara, 1996) also position this research as well as my knowledge 
concerning disability studies (Garland-Thomson, 1997; Keith, 2001; Potok, 2002; 
Shapiro, 1993; Snyder, Brueggeman, & Garland-Thomson, 2002).  
Creswell (1998) defined qualitative research as: 
…an inquiry process of understanding based on distinct methodological traditions 
of inquiry that explore a social or human problem. The researcher builds a 
complex, holistic picture, analyzes words, reports detailed views of informants, 
and conducts the study in a natural setting. (p. 15, emphasis added) 
This study applied a qualitative case study research methodology and aligned with 
Creswell’s definition through setting, data collection, and analysis. The methodology was 
selected primarily because this allowed me to best answer my research questions, which 
ultimately focused on materials used in the literature circles, responses during the 
literature circles, and active reader engagement in the literature discussions. Qualitative 
methodology was crucial in the development and design of this study and permitted me to 
intensely examine the participants’ experiences and natural responses during literature 
discussions. Additionally, this study occurred at a school site and used a natural form of 
literature instruction (i.e., literature discussion). Analysis was conducted through 
transcriptions of words spoken; and lastly, a complete, holistic picture of how these 
participants responded to literature during literature discussions was the ultimate, 
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intended goal. Such research and subsequent analysis became “pragmatic, interpretive, 
and grounded in the lived experiences of people” (Marshall & Rossman, 1999, p. 2).  
An integral aspect of this study concerns its validity within literature circles and 
connects directly to student choice of reading materials. Student choice is a hallmark of 
literature circles and is a primary component that sets literature circles apart from other 
formats of literacy instruction. It was crucial for me to provide student choice of books, 
and because I had no idea what books the participants would select at the start, I was 
unable to formulate concrete research questions at the start of this study. As such, this 
exploration followed an inductive approach (Jessop & Penny, 1999; Thomas, 2006; 
Tjora, 2006) and adhered to a constructivist research paradigm (Guba & Lincoln, 1989). 
“Constructivists believe that knowledge is created, not discovered, and that qualitative 
analysis leads to understanding or making sense of human behavior and interaction” 
(Commeyras & Sumner, 1998, p. 132). Through the use of qualitative analysis, my goal 
was to illuminate how students with a learning disability responded to books, both text 
and illustrations, within the format of a literature circle. As these literature circles were 
created and as discussions occurred, I was guided by student input, feedback, choice, and 
voice as the study progressed. This process aligns with Bogdan and Biklen’s (1992) 
perspective that qualitative investigation may alter direction and develops after the 
researcher begins collecting data while becoming familiar with the participants. 
Case Study Design 
I approached this study as a case study, but at the onset I was unsure what the 
“case”, the bounded unit, would be at its conclusion. Initially I viewed the case as 
encompassing every participant within the literature circles, as defined by the participant 
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selection criteria. Over time, and as I worked through data analysis, I discovered that the 
bounded unit consisted of two complementary facets of the literature circles: the group as 
a collective and the individual within the collective. Research Question One  addresses 
the first component of the case, the group’s attention to certain book features. Research 
Question Two addresses the individual response patterns within the literature discussions. 
Because two distinct elements occur in this study, this research would be more aptly and 
more precisely termed as an “embedded, single-case” design (Yin, 2003, p. 43). An 
embedded case study involves multiple units of analysis. The main unit in my research is 
the literature circle as a whole, with the individuals compromising smaller units. Figure 1 
illustrates my embedded, single-case design, adapted from Yin (2003). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1. The embedded, single-case design whereby each participant was analyzed 
individually and the individuals comprised the larger case within the context of Pioneer 
School. (Yin, 2003) 
 
Miles and Huberman (1994) described the case as “a phenomenon of some sort 
occurring in a bounded context” (p. 25). Schramm (1971) as cited by Yin (2003) said 
Context: Pioneer School 
 Students Receiving Additional Reading Instruction 
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The essence of a case study, the central tendency among all types of case study, is 
that it tries to illuminate a decision or set of decisions: why they were taken, how 
they were implemented, and with what result. (Yin, p. 12) 
Addressing Schramm’s definition of a case study, this study incorporated 
literature circles with participants who had a learning disability in reading. This research 
chronicled how the literature circles were implemented and how the participants 
responded to the literary approach. This allowed me to interpret what was occurring 
within the group as a whole and what the individuals were bringing to the table, so to 
speak. Research Question One explored the features of postmodernity within 
picturebooks that these readers attended to and discussed in the literature circles. In 
contrast, Research Question Two   scrutinized the response patterns displayed by 
individual participants throughout the study. Question Two also enabled me to 
distinguish individual differences and individual reader response preferences during the 
literature discussions. In answering Question Two, I will segregate data on an individual 
basis and present brief case study profiles of each reader.  
Role of Researcher 
 In qualitative research using a case study design, it is important to profile the 
researcher’s role during data collection. I was not merely observing or asking questions, 
but I was actively participating in the research. Though my research questions did not 
address my influence on the literature circles (which would make for a compelling aspect 
for future research), I will chronicle my role so readers can best understand some of the 
unexpected effects that I may have had on data collection and analysis.  
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Within the literature circles, though, I desired my role to be Teacher as Participant 
(I discussed this and other roles in Chapter 2). Upon reflection, my role actually fell into 
the categories of Teacher as Facilitator (Short et al., 1999) and Teacher as Scaffold 
(Maloch, 2002). Perhaps heavily influenced by the selection of postmodern picturebooks, 
I focused on my role as a facilitator clarifying statements the students had made, 
correcting obvious misunderstandings of text and/or illustrations, posing questions to 
elicit deeper comprehension of the story, or helping bridge connections from illustration 
to text, and page to page. I frequently restated participants’ comments to make sure others 
heard them, and I added illuminating details to the story or illustrations to promote 
understanding or appreciation. For example, when reading Voices in the Park (Browne, 
1998), I explained the homage that author Anthony Browne paid to other artists. 
Additionally, I continually had to maintain order within the discussions and constantly 
reminded participants of appropriate ways to speak in a nice way. Transcripts revealed 
that as a facilitator, I asked numerous questions, both open-ended and closed-ended, and 
these questions were used to aid understandings of the literature, the illustrations, or the 
conversation as a reader or as a participant. Throughout the study, I was cognizant of my 
desire to not control the discussions, and in trying to facilitate the discussions, I 
frequently asked the students, “Does anyone have a question they would like to ask the 
group?” This question helped me to avoid the Teacher-Student-Teacher (Wink & Putney, 
2002) interaction that typically occurs whenever a person in any teacher role converses 
with a student. Over time the participants learned how to answer one another’s questions 
and knew they did not have to wait on my perspective before they answered someone 
else’s question. I wanted the participants to gain control of the discussion, and I 
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attempted Pearson and Gallagher’s Gradual Release of Responsibility (1983), though my 
success was questionable.  
Although my participation minimized my own connections or points of view 
regarding the story, I did spend some time scaffolding the discussions. For example, one 
instance of scaffolding (Transcript, December 14) involved showing students how to use 
sticky notes to mark interesting parts in the books to share with the group. I also modeled, 
and we practiced, how to wait until someone finished talking before one begins speaking. 
I also repeatedly instructed the participants on how to engage in courteous conversation 
with one another.  
Balancing Between Researcher Role and Teacher Role 
The intricacy of both facilitating a literature discussion and documenting the 
“life” of a literature circle was a constant challenge. I continually tried to be aware of my 
own roles as “teacher,” and as researcher. Yet, when I was in the midst of the literature 
circles, my role did transfer to “teacher” as I attempted to stop the bickering between the 
participants, keep everyone track, and encourage them as they verbally decoded words 
out loud. In addition, as a researcher I needed to set up equipment to record the literature 
discussions and was vigilant about my own field notes and memos as the study 
progressed. Field notes were spoken into a tape recorder after each session and included 
points of interest that occurred during the literature discussion as well as after the 
literature circle, such as conversations with teachers or observations of the participants 
outside of the literature circle setting. Analytical memos were created as I transcribed and 
analyzed the data, produced questions, and made connections. Over time, participants 
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came to view me as “teacher” and not just as some person who took them to a place to 
talk about books.  
Ancillary School Role 
 Prior to the study’s implementation, I was already on the school campus in 
another assigned role given by the university in which I worked directly with individual 
mentor teachers (teachers who had a practicum student in their classroom). In this role, I 
facilitated meetings twice a month with part of the school staff. To determine the 
structure and format of these meetings, I worked with the literacy specialist and principal 
from the school and with faculty from the university. This additional responsibility 
allowed me a different perspective on the dynamics, function, and climate of the school.  
 Again, I present the numerous roles I assumed to provide a fuller picture of what 
was occurring during data collection. My roles as a “teacher”, “facilitator”, and university 
liaison, though interesting, were not the point of this inquiry and did not directly address 
my stated questions. Qualitative research encourages exposure to many points of 
research. My role undoubtedly influenced the literature circles and discussions by the 
types of questions I asked, and how I responded and interacted with the students.  I do not 
deny that my presence affected what the participants said or did. These intriguing 
dilemmas are reference points for future investigation.   
Research Site 
 This study was conducted at a local elementary school that was operating on a 
year-round schedule. Located near the university, this school works in collaboration with 
the university as a professional development school. School statistics from the 2009-2010 
school year showed the following demographic population: 
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Hispanic-   69.5% 
Black-    18.2% 
White-     7.9% 
Asian/Pacific Islander-  3.6% 
 
During the 2009-2010 school year, this school had a 51.5% transience rate, and 1% of 
students were habitual truants. This means that students tended to move in and out of the 
school at a rate higher than the district average of 32.5% transience. Further, 85.5% of 
students received free or reduced lunch, which may be reflective of the surrounding 
family income levels. The school also received Title I funding (Nevada Dept. of 
Education, 2009-2010). 
The school experienced many interesting events during my attendance there. For 
example, two students (coded as having an emotional behavioral disorder and not part of 
this study) ran into the school office, stole two walkie-talkies, and continued to run 
around the school and play with them, shouting, “I’m going to take this school down!” 
and “You can’t catch me!” Another day, the school went on lock-down (a district wide 
procedure when all the doors to the outside of the school are locked, and teachers and 
students are instructed to lock their individual inside doors and stay in whichever room 
they are in until the lock-down is over.) This lock-down was due to a crime in the 
surrounding neighborhood. Helicopters hovered around the school and police ran through 
the building. Yet, amidst these unpleasant conditions, many teachers participated in 
ongoing professional development with the university. As a Professional Development 
School, this school has direct access to the university and operates a teacher education 
cohort program in which teacher candidates can complete their practica and student 
teaching experiences. Bulletin boards and student work that decorated each hallway and 
pod area was created by both teachers and student teachers. I spent little time in 
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individual classrooms; as a result, my interactions with the teachers occurred primarily in 
the staff lounge or in meetings through my role as a practicum supervisor.  
Classroom Setting 
 In terms of special education, this school adhered to an inclusion model and had 
two special education teachers who provided services to the entire school population. 
These two teachers did both push-in and pull-out programs for their students, and many 
of my participants saw one or both of these teachers twice a day or more.  
 For English/Language Arts instruction, the school adopted Trophies (Harcourt, 
2007), a reading basal, as their formal reading instruction. In the resource room, I 
observed students working with the teachers in small groups and in individual tutoring. 
Many of these students also used computers for repetitive skill building for reading and 
spelling. In individual classrooms, I observed a variety of instructional methods. I 
frequently saw whole-class readalouds, small group learning centers, computerized 
instruction, and integration of Smart boards. Many teachers had areas designated as 
classroom libraries, and some bulletin boards or white boards displayed popular books 
written for children.  
Research Setting 
The school principal graciously provided me with empty classrooms (those that 
were vacated by other teachers on a school break due to the year-round schedule). This 
required us to move approximately every two to three weeks and into rooms that were 
available. The constant changing of space was an aspect of the study that I assumed 
would have little or no influence, but it did influence certain social aspects of the study a 
great deal. These social aspects included proximity to others and comfortable-ness of the 
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literature circle within the actual space. Every time we switched rooms, participants 
would check out the room and spent a great deal of time observing their new location. In 
some classrooms, we used desks that were clustered as tables, and in other rooms, we sat 
at kidney-shaped tables or we moved chairs into a circle and discussed.  
Participants  
 Participants for this study were selected through purposeful sampling (Marshall & 
Rossman, 1999) primarily directed by the special education teacher who focused on the 
upper grades. Beginning with the entire population of students who were identified as a 
having a learning disability in reading in 4th and 5th grades, we narrowed this population 
to students who would not have any school breaks during the study (since the school was 
adhering to a year-round schedule at the time of data collection).  
Participant selection criteria began with this protocol:  
1. Participants must be labeled as having a learning disability under the Nevada 
Administrative Code, and the disability must be documented in the 
participants’ Individualized Education Plan (NAC 388.1172). 
2. Participants must be in the fourth or fifth grade. 
3. Participants must have no school breaks during the time of data collection.  
Adherence to this protocol resulted in a participant pool that was extremely small, so we 
broadened the criteria to include students who would have school breaks during data 
collection. The majority of the participants were on a school break during the entire 
                                                
2  “Specific learning disability ”  means a disorder in one or more of the basic psychological processes 
involved in understanding or using spoken or written language which is not primarily the result of a visual, 
hearing or motor impairment, mental retardation, serious emotional disturbance, or an environmental, 
cultural or economic disadvantage. The disorder may manifest itself in an imperfect ability to listen, think, 
speak, read, write, spell or perform mathematical calculations. The disorder includes, without limitation, 
such conditions as perceptual disabilities, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia and 
developmental aphasia. 
lxii 
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month of November, and this necessitated extending the study through the end of 
January.  
Originally, the study included nine participants, but was reduced to six through 
attrition for a variety of reasons. However, research supports the notion that literature 
circles and literature discussions function better with small group sizes (Evans, 201; 
Williams, 2004), and my sample size proved adequate for my finalized research 
questions.  
Table 1 represents the participants’ grade, gender, ethnicity, and study completion 
status. (All names, including schools and participants, are pseudonyms.) 
Table 1 
 
Participant Profiles 
 
Name Grade Gender Ethnicity Amount of Minutes 
IEP Services 
Received 
Completed study 
 
Gabriel 5 M H 60 Yes 
Joseph 4 M H 90 Yes 
Enrique 4 M H 100 Yes 
Anya 4 F H 180 Yes 
Betty 5 F H 90 Yes 
Louis 4 M H 30 Yes 
Susan 5 F H 60 No 
DeMario 4 M A 180 No 
Ricky 4 M H 150 No 
Note. H = Hispanic, A = African American. 
Of the six students who completed the study, all were Hispanic, four were males, 
and two were females. Two were in fifth grade, and four were in fourth grade. Three of 
these six participants were brothers: Gabriel, Joseph, and Enrique. Sibling rivalry made 
the group dynamic slightly more volatile than it may have been. Additionally, of these six 
participants, five had a school break in November. These data are consistent with national 
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statistics showing more boys than girls are classified as having a learning disability 
(Artiles & Bal, 2008). This sample of participants also represented the participating 
school’s population of students who had a learning disability in reading. Towards the end 
of the study, I queried the special education teachers to determine the amount of time the 
participants received special education services. Table 2 illustrates their respective time 
receiving special education services and why they received services. 
Table 2 
 
Individualized Education Plans 
 
  Push-In 
 (Classroom) 
Pull-Out  
(Resource Room) 
Total Time 
 
Name Grade Minutes Subject Minutes Subject Minutes Subject 
 
Gabriel 5 60 Reading 0  60 Reading 
Betty 5 60 Reading 30 One-to-
One 
Reading 
90 Reading 
Joseph 4 60 Math 40 Small 
Group 
Reading 
100 Reading & 
Math 
Enrique 4 60 Math 40 Small 
Group 
Reading 
100 Reading & 
Math 
Anya 4 60 Math 40 
 
20 
 
60 
Small 
Group 
Reading 
One-to-
One 
Reading 
One-to-one 
Math 
180 Reading & 
Math 
 
Louis 4   30 
 
One-to-
One 
Reading 
30 Reading 
Note. Though all students received special education services, there was great variability in the amount of time 
received, and the location where services were received, based on IEPs.  
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 Time Frame 
 This study occurred over 15 weeks at Pioneer Professional Development School 
during the Fall and Winter 2009-2010 school year. In the beginning, as I was getting to 
know the school staff and operations, the special education teacher and I began to 
formulate a list of potential participants and sent consent forms to the families through 
one of the school’s special education teachers. Written in both Spanish and English, the 
consent forms had contact information concerning the study, yet no one contacted me to 
ask any further questions about my research. 
 Once consent forms were returned and the readers were selected, interviews were 
conducted. Given that I did not know anything about the participants at that time, I did 
not deviate from the initial interview questions. Yet, in later analysis, the participant’s 
individual temperament and personality were readily obvious. I asked questions such as 
what did they enjoy reading, what books did their teacher read to them, where did they 
read, and what did they like and dislike about reading. (A list of interview questions is 
provided in the appendix.)  
Interviews were conducted over a period of four school days, and after they were 
completed, the literature circle time began with the selection, reading, and discussing of 
books. All the literature circles and the respective discussions were audiotaped. On the 
days when I had sufficient space to set up a video camera, I videotaped as well.  
During the final week of the study, I conducted individual exit interviews with all 
the readers who completed the study. Though I had a guiding framework of questions to 
ask individual readers, the exit interviews were tailored to each reader, and included 
individual personal reflections about the group as a whole. In these exit interviews, I 
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asked each student, “If you could choose a book to own, which one would you want?” On 
our final day together, I had a small celebration to thank my readers where I brought 
cookies and juice, as well as the book each one selected to own. (A general list of exit 
interview questions is provided in the appendix.)  
Data collection began in September 2009 and ended in January 2010. Table 3 
shows the weeks and the subsequent researcher activity or reading material, as well as the 
data collected.  
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Table 3  
 
Data Collection Timeline September to January 
 
Week 
# 
Dates Activity Data collected 
1 September 15, 
16 
Compiling participant list Fieldnotes 
2 September 22, 
23 
Sending out consent forms Fieldnotes 
3 September 29, 
30 
Individual interviews Interviews, Audio/Video, Fieldnotes 
4 October  
6, 7 
Individual interviews Interviews, Audio/Video, Fieldnotes 
5 October 13, 14 First group meeting-establishing 
“courtesies, Flotsam 
Audio/Video, Fieldnotes, Analytical Memos 
6 October 20, 21 Identity posters/artifacts, Selecting 
text set 
Audio/Video, Fieldnotes, 
7 October 27, 28 The Three Pigs Audio/Video, Fieldnotes, 
8 November 10 Who’s Afraid of Big Bad Book Forgot Equipment 
9 November 17, 
18 
Voices in the Park Audio, Fieldnotes,  
10 December 1, 2 Other book choices - Diary of a 
Wimpy Kid 
Audio/Video, Fieldnotes, 
11 December 8, 9 Bad Day at Riverben, Diary of a 
Wimpy Kid 
Audio/Video, Fieldnotes, Analytical Memos 
12 December 14, 
15 
Who’s Afraid of the Big Bad Book, 
Diary of a Wimpy Kid 
Audio/Video, Fieldnotes, Analytical Memos 
13 January 
 5, 6 
Voices in the Park Audio/Video, Fieldnotes, Analytical Memos 
14 January 12, 13 Black and White Audio/Video, Fieldnotes, Analytical Memos 
15 January 19, 20 Exit Interviews Interviews, Audio/Video, Fieldnotes, 
Analytical Memos 
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Selection of Materials 
The goal was to create authentic literature circles that provided a platform for 
engaging literature discussions—something that I would do in my own classroom—and 
with that in mind, the most prominent issue of concern became student choice and 
selection. I sought to allow a sense of ownership and community to build during this 
research study, and in offering choices to the students I hoped to give them a degree of 
power within the study (Lewison, Leland, & Harste, 2008; Vasquez, Egawa, Harste, & 
Thompson, 2004). Addressing my concern of authentic literature circles, I chose to 
provide options of focus for the literature discussions. These options were shared within 
the first two weeks of the literature circle meetings and readers selected, by silent vote on 
a piece of paper, which option they wanted to read and discuss during the study. These 
options were grounded within a text set. Hancock (2008) defined a text set as a “literature 
cluster” that allows children to see the connections among factual, fictional, and poetic 
perspectives on a topic…[and] is defined as a blend of quality children’s trade books 
chosen from a variety of literary genres that contain narrative, expository, and poetic 
perspectives on a concept or theme (p. 381-382).   
 The text sets options were selected primarily because the topics themselves 
provided a venue for rich discussions and responses. Additionally, books within the 
individual text sets met the criteria provided by Johnson and Giorgis (2007, p. 54) that 
books encourage response. Books that stimulate response exhibit the following: 
• Qualities that arouse a reader’s interest and emotions  
• Compelling content 
• Intriguing format 
• Realistic characters 
• Strong, colorful illustrations or images that support and extend the story 
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It was anticipated that the content within these books would provide a means for 
rich discussions. Further, the use of a linking theme throughout the study with the use of 
a text set allowed for connections to be made among and across books. It was hoped that 
readers would make intertextual connections between books and/or recall previous 
readings that occurred in the study.   
In choosing the text sets, I reviewed Johnson and Giorgis’s (2007) criteria that 
encouraged response. I compiled lists of books that I had read with students in a previous 
study and organized the books within the text sets across three major themes. I was 
familiar with all of the books selected and had insight into how each thematic text set 
might enhance data collected. I sought to offer compelling books and was curious as to 
which text set this group of readers would select.  
The first text set connected literature and social issues. Books within this text set 
addressed the myriad social dilemmas within our American society. Such books included 
topics that addressed homelessness, prejudice, and hunger. Books were selected from 
picturebooks, including fiction and nonfiction. The second option connected literature to 
the theme of overcoming obstacles. Within this text set, I integrated books that 
highlighted a particular person and how they overcame some obstacle and achieved 
success. Again, these books included fiction and nonfiction text. The main difference 
between overcoming obstacles and social issues was that within obstacles the dilemma or 
issue had a sense of closure or completion. In other words, the goal was attained. In the 
social issues text set, there was a sense of hope, but the issue still existed. The feeling and 
tone of the books within social issues are heavier than obstacles; within obstacles there 
was a tenor of celebration.  
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The third option focused on literature and creativity and explored the various 
ways that authors and illustrators “step out of the box” to create a unique book. Through 
this theme, book selections included postmodern picturebooks and innovative wordless 
books. (An annotated booklist for all options are cataloged in the appendix.) 
 While presenting these options to the readers, I was highly aware of my 
preference for postmodern picturebooks, and I made a conscious effort to not “sell” this 
format of book. I intentionally spoke about the other options for a longer period of time, 
and left the concept of creativity vague. Also, let me point out, at the onset of the 
literature discussions, my research questions were not formalized. At this point in data 
collection, I had large guiding research questions, such as: What do students select when 
participating in literature discussions? What do students discuss during literature circles? 
Following an inductive approach, my research questions were re-written and edited 
during data collection and analysis. The readers helped me determine my research 
questions, and ultimately, the research questions focused on postmodern picturebooks. In 
honoring the integrity of literature discussions of student selections, I made a conscious 
effort to not persuade the readers with my own preference, and described the text sets as 
objectively as I could.  Following are my descriptions, taken from the transcripts, for 
each text set: 
Obstacles Text Set:  
Researcher: So over here, we have books about obstacles that people have 
overcome… Whether they are afraid to go to school, or whether they can’t read, 
or if they are moving to a new country, or they are afraid, they want to do 
something that they can’t. This one is about people who don’t have a home during 
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the Christmas holidays. These are all about difficulties in their life, obstacles they 
have to overcome  
Gabriel: What are obstacles? 
Researcher: Obstacles, that’s a good question. Obstacles are things that make it 
hard for you to do something. So for example, I’m not very tall, and let’s say I 
wanted to play basketball. My height would be an obstacle. It would be something 
I would have to overcome. (October 21, 2009). 
Social Issues Text Set: 
 Researcher: And over here, this one is kind of talking about life. 
 Susan: Biographies.  
 Researcher: Kind of biographies. These are about not necessarily obstacles, but 
just the tough issues in life or the different types of people in this world. This one, 
Amelia’s Road, is about Mexicans/Hispanics. 
 Gabriel: Me-he-can-ohs! 
 Researcher: This one is about an elderly man. This one is about a family that is 
homeless and  they live in an airport. This one is about Latinos going to work, 
and then this one is about an African American teacher in the 1960s.  
(October 21, 2009) 
Creativity Text Set:  
Researcher: This one, this category right here is about creativity. Either the 
authors of it are creative in how they created the book, the characters do 
something creative, or it’s just an interesting, different story.  
(October 21, 2009).  
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As I presented the three options, I gave the readers browsing time, and allowed 
them to peruse all the books. Immediately, there was an initial interest in The Three Pigs 
(2001) by David Wiesner, and Zoom (1995) by Istvan Banyai. After this browsing period, 
I asked the readers for their silent vote whereby they wrote their choices ranging from 
Most Preferred to Least Preferred. All of the students, except one (Susan), selected 
Creativity. The final list of books selected, read, and discussed from the Creativity text 
set (including their Library of Congress summaries) follows. 
Flotsam (2006) by David Wiesner - When a young boy discovers a camera on the 
beach and develops the film, he finds with his microscope many layers of pictures within 
the photographs. 
The Three Pigs (2001) by David Wiesner - The three pigs escape the wolf by 
going into another world where they meet the cat and the fiddle, the cow that jumped 
over the moon, and a dragon. 
Bad Day at Riverbend (1995) by Chris Van Allsburg - When Sheriff Hardy 
investigates the source of a brilliant light and shiny slime afflicting Riverbend, he finds 
that the village is becoming part of a child’s coloring book streaked with greasy crayons. 
Who’s Afraid of the Big Bad Book (2002) by Lauren Child - A boy who loves 
books but has not always treated them well falls asleep and finds himself in his book of 
fairy tales, where his interaction with everyone from Goldilocks to Cinderella wreaks 
havoc. 
Voices in the Park (1998) by Anthony Browne - Lives briefly intertwine when 
two youngsters meet in the park. 
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Black and White (1990) by David Macaulay - Four brief "stories" about parents, 
trains, and cows, or is it really all one story? The author recommends careful inspection 
of words and pictures to both minimize and enhance confusion. 
Diary of a Wimpy Kid (2007) by Jeff Kinney - Greg records his sixth grade 
experiences in a middle school where he and his best friend, Rowley, undersized 
weaklings amid boys who need to shave twice daily, hope just to survive, but when 
Rowley grows more popular, Greg must take drastic measures to save their friendship. 
Flotsam (Wiesner, 2006) was shared the day the text sets were chosen and was 
used to explain what we were going to be doing in the literature discussions. The 
discussions concerning this book were held for only one day. Diary of a Wimpy Kid 
(Kinney, 2007), which is a chapter book, was also started but not finished due to time 
constraints and is not profiled in great detail in this paper.  
Data Collection 
 The entire fourteen-week period of data collection included reader recruitment, 
informational meetings and permission, reader entrance and exit interviews, an identity 
response activity, as well as the literature circle time and the literature discussions created 
within them. Data collection included individual interviews, audio and video taped 
transcriptions of the literature circles, responses, researcher field notes and analytical 
memos (Jessop & Penney, 1999; Glaser & Strauss, 1967), and individual exit interviews. 
Multiple forms of data were employed to provide a detailed description of the study, to 
create individual reader profiles, to institute a method of triangulation, and to include 
member checking.  
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Reader Interviews 
 Readers were interviewed individually and those interviews were audio recorded 
for accurate documentation and were later transcribed. I also kept written notes during the 
interviews. The interview questions lent themselves to the creation of the selected 
individual reader profiles and provided a fuller picture of the study. 
Audio/Videotape 
All literature circles (except one when I forgot my equipment) were audiotaped 
for later transcription. These transcriptions became the primary source of data for 
analysis. Many literature circles were videotaped, but the videotape served as ancillary 
data, and was primarily used to verify certain pieces I was unable to ascertain on audio, 
such as verifying which pages and illustrations the readers were discussing, or when 
words were inaudible.  
Individual Exit Interviews 
 At the end of the study, I interviewed each reader about his/her experience in 
participating in the literature circle. This interview was different from the initial interview 
questions, and tailored to suit the individual readers within the group. These questions 
were constructed over time and were influenced by the transcriptions and analytical 
memos completed during the study. This co-creation aligned with the qualitative 
methodology of inductive research I adopted and provided a means of member checking 
and triangulation of the data. Gabriel, a very spirited young man, consistently made 
comments about being a “bad” kid, so during his exit interview I queried him about why 
he said statements like this. During Betty’s exit interview, I asked her about her drawings 
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and her enjoyment of drawing. Again, these exit interviews provided a fuller picture of 
the individuals within the case study.  
Researcher Field Notes and Analytical Memos 
Throughout this study, I maintained daily field notes and analytical memos that 
documented each literature discussion and any comments made to me throughout my 
time at the school. These field notes and memos have provided me with information that 
was not readily apparent within the literature discussion transcripts and documented brief 
conversations I had with teachers in the hallways or in the staff lounge. This enabled me 
to provide a fuller description of the research (Geertz, 1973) and helped me contextualize 
the research site. The use of analytic memos provided a space for me to assess and 
document my own confusions, misunderstandings, prejudices, and assumptions about the 
data and the process of collecting data. These memos encouraged me to reflect, and I 
employed them during data collection as well as during the coding and categorizing 
phases of this investigation (Jessop & Penny, 1999).  
Data Analysis 
 This study was approached through qualitative methodology and my analytical 
process was discursive. I followed an inductive approach whereby I tried to see 
connections between and across literature discussions while honoring both the group 
collective and the individuals within that group. Analysis was conducted over a long 
period of time and this alleviated a great deal of personal investment, meaning that after a 
certain amount of time had passed, I no longer felt as if the study was about me and what 
I did (or failed to do), and became more about what was actually said by the participants. 
Over time, I found that I was able to become more objective in analysis because I did not 
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feel so emotionally attached to it. To a degree, this provided me a measure of reliability 
to my initial coding schematic since I was able to verify if I coded similar data bits into 
the same categories after a few months had passed.  
Inductive Approach 
 Staying true to the tradition of qualitative inquiry, the data collected were 
analyzed mostly through an inductive approach. Marshall and Rossman (1999) explain 
that an inductive approach to data analysis occurs after data are collected. The intent of 
such an approach is not to prove or disprove hypotheses, but to build abstractions as the 
data are analyzed and interconnections are found (Bogdan & Biklin, 2003). Bogdan and 
Biklen (2003) described an inductive investigative process as a picture that the researcher 
constructs as data amasses. “The direction you will travel comes after you have been 
collecting the data, after you have spent time with your subjects… [the researcher] does 
not assume that enough is known to recognize important concerns before undertaking the 
research” (p. 6).  
Merriam (1998) clarified that researchers who use an inductive approach typically 
do so because there is a lack of theory to explain a given phenomenon. Quoting Goetz 
and LeCompte (1984), she wrote “… inductive researchers hope to find a theory that 
explains their data” (p. 7). These theories are extrapolated from the themes, categories, 
typologies, and concepts incorporated to elucidate and classify data through coding and 
other forms of analysis. Each tradition of qualitative research (i.e., ethnography, 
phenomenology, case study, grounded theory, etc.) typically has underlying assumptions 
and procedures for analyzing data that fall within a given framework (Thomas, 2006). 
Regardless of the procedures of the data analysis within a given segment of qualitative 
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research, most investigators build their reports from the data through the use of an 
inductive approach.  
  However, I was getting lost in the data, and I began a more formalized and 
structured method of analysis. This structured method evolved from open coding 
(Spradley, 1980) to constant-comparative approach (Creswell, 1998) whereby I compared 
one segment of data to another to determine similarities and differences (Merriam, 1998). 
As the constant-comparative method progressed, I realized that I had to use both 
inductive coding and deductive coding to make sense of this embedded case study. 
Fereday and Muir-Cochrane (2006) pointed out that a balance of inductive and deductive 
coding can produce rigor in research. They described inductive codes as “themes 
emerging from participant’s discussions” (p. 9) and deductive codes as codes that are 
“derived from the philosophical framework” (p. 9).  
In understanding the group as a collective, I used open codes and inductive 
analysis. In an effort to understand the individuals, I employed deductive codes culled 
from research on reader response and postmodern picturebooks as an interpretive 
framework. With these deductive codes, I created a coding template (Crabtree and Miller, 
1999) and made the data congruent and comparable. Each research question used both 
inductive and deductive analysis, and data analysis for one question was compared to the 
data analysis of another. Thus, I was able to complete within-case and cross-case 
analyses (Merriam, 1998) through my use of a constant-comparative model that 
employed both inductive and deductive schematics. 
For the purposes of this dissertation, I do not present the many levels of open 
coding that revealed little, rather I present only data analyses related to the primary 
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research questions. However, the data codes presented were the result of numerous 
endeavors in analysis and are presented as a linear process. It was in fact reflexive and 
cyclical.  
 For Question One, I was interested in the reader’s individual attention to the text, 
illustrations, and their recognitions of the interactions between text and illustrations. To 
isolate what the readers were noticing in these books, I referred to seminal pieces of 
research involving postmodern picturebooks and reader response. The articles that helped 
me explore the reader’s responses were by Goldstone (1998) and Anstey (2002).  
Using their research, I created specific deductive codes and categorized each 
“conversational turn” into its respective code. Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) defined a 
conversational turn as a unit of analysis in which “everything [is] said by one speaker 
before another beg[ins] to speak” (p. 231). Also, to manage extensive data, I relied on 
Merriam’s (1998) term “data bits,” which are key words, phrases, and statements that 
best represented the overall idea/concept/theme found within the conversational turns.   
 Deductive codes generated from these articles emerged from pertinent literature 
and facilitated my endeavors in the coding process. Because both the coding strategies 
that used Goldstone’s and Anstey’s terms were constant throughout analysis, I was able 
to observe and analyze data from the literature discussions across time, and as an isolated 
individual event.  
 For Question Two, I created another coding template that used deductive codes 
used previously by Sipe (2000) in his research with reader response. I also referred to an 
open coding schematic to make sense of how each reader was responding to the books. 
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The creation of the reader profiles resulted from major themes that were noticed across 
all data pieces (i.e., interviews, fieldnotes, analytical memos, and transcripts).  
Throughout this process, I read and re-read the transcripts, and just for the data 
analysis represented in this paper, one transcript was read approximately 24 times [four 
readers (Gabriel, Betty, Anya, and Joseph) x six coding systems (Goldstone; Anstey; 
Visual; Textual; Sipe; Individual Codes)]. This does not include the other open coding 
that is not presented, or the participants who are not profiled in this study. Further, I 
tested the reliability of the coding by coding the data again for each question after a 
period of several months had passed.  
As this process was developing, I consistently employed the constant-comparative 
method to see how findings fit with findings from a different aspect. This allowed me to 
understand the case at two dimensions: as a group and as individual persons.  
Limitations 
 Certain limitations occur in this study. First, this study was limited by the duration 
of time. The data were collected over a period of approximately 15 weeks, and only in 27 
meetings did I have direct contact with the readers, including the entrance and exit 
interviews, as well as the literature circle time. Second, this study had only six students at 
the entire school that completed the study. Sample size was small, yet this small size was 
necessary for the structure and format of the literature circles to function well, but also to 
describe the experiences and responses the readers provided.  
 Third, a limitation manifested from my own prejudices and concerning researcher 
bias. Qualitative research (Merriam, 1998; Creswell, 1998) acknowledges that a 
researcher’s values, beliefs, and experiences will certainly influence the way in which the 
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world is viewed. My primary concern was not with how I interacted with readers who 
possessed a learning disability in reading, but rather how I managed them. The 
misbehavior and social dynamic was more than I anticipated and may have been 
exacerbated by the inclusion of three brothers in the study, two of whom were twins. 
Continual re-reading and extensive analysis allowed a slow disconnect to occur between 
my own personhood and researcher role. Also, the passage of time has allowed me to not 
be so emotionally caught up in the data, and has provided a more scholarly lens of 
examination.  
 Fourth, the participants who completed the study were Hispanic, and their cultural 
background was important. However, I intentionally did not address or analyze potential 
cultural influences in their responses. This can be an area for future research.  
 Fifth, there was great variety in the educational needs of the participants. Though 
all were identified as having a learning disability in reading, each received different 
amounts of time in reading instruction. I also did not greatly delve into their specific 
reading skills, nor did I identify their individual reading levels during data collection.  
 Sixth, I participated in the discussions. This role as facilitator and researcher 
perhaps influenced the responses of the participants, as I guided, questioned, and 
managed the literature circles.  
Risks/Benefits 
 I have coded and assigned readers pseudonyms to conceal and protect the reader’s 
anonymity in an effort to minimize risks. Furthermore, I made it clear that readers were 
permitted to withdraw from the study at any time.  
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Despite the limitations of size and time as well as the inherent risks associated 
with this study, this research fills a very large gap in the literature concerning learning 
disabilities and literature circles. It also attends to the absent understandings in research 
of what it means to have a disability while participating in literature circles, primarily for 
literature circles around postmodern picturebooks. Moreover, it explores how readers 
with a disability make sense of stories and interact with books.  
Summary 
 Chapter 3 explained the methodology, purpose, and research questions. It 
showcased my various roles at the research site, the research site specifically, and who 
the participants were. I also discussed the time frame of the study, the selection of 
materials, and data collection and data analysis. Data analysis was iterative and was aided 
by a constant-comparative method found through an inductive approach. Reading the 
work of prominent scholars influenced data analysis and facilitated the creation of 
deductive codes and research templates. The constant-comparative method of while using 
inductive and deductive codes enabled me to construct reader profiles.  
 In Chapter 4 I expound data analysis and provide transcript excerpts. An 
individual reader profile for each participant is also included in Chapter 4. 
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CHAPTER 4 
DATA ANALYSIS 
 The study explored how participants with a learning disability in reading selected 
and discussed postmodern picturebooks within literature circles. The resulting analysis 
subsequently examines the group discussion and the individual response patterns within 
the larger group. Analyzing group tendencies brought my attention to how the 
participants interacted and responded to the books and each other. Attention to individual 
response patterns enabled me to scrutinize the natural tendency of the participants as they 
made sense of the structure and storyline of postmodern picturebooks.  I stayed true to the 
study’s constructivist nature and qualitative design; and research questions were 
generated from the participants’ text set selection that we would discuss as a group.  
I wanted to honor a defining characteristic of literature circles that distinguish it from 
other forms of literacy development, namely reader choice in book selection. Though I 
had anticipated the participants would find the postmodern picturebooks visually 
appealing and would be intrigued by the books’ inherent design, I did not want to enforce 
which text set they selected and thereby offered various choices. Once the participants 
selected the postmodern picturebooks, the dialogue within the literature circles and book 
discussions helped finalize my research questions.  
1.) What features of postmodern picturebooks did participants respond to during 
literature discussions? 
2.) How did individual participants respond to postmodern picturebooks during 
literature discussions?  
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Data analysis did not occur in the linear fashion in which  it is presented. Many aspects 
within the data happened concomitantly and I present specific transcript excerpts that 
answer my research questions.  
Overview of Participants’ Selection of Books 
Participants initially selected the books from an array of choices. The selection of 
books was the foundation of the study, but not the overall research intent, and as such not 
a primary research question. After I offered the group text set options that included 
Obstacles, Social Issues, and Creativity, many of the participants were specifically 
attracted to the book The Three Pigs (Wiesner, 2001). This book narrated the traditional 
story of The Three Little Pigs in a unique postmodern way by transporting the pigs into 
other stories. In selecting the Creativity text set, the students paid particular attention to 
the paradoxes within the illustrations and started interacting immediately with this book. 
Gabriel began to sing a version of “Hey Diddle Diddle” when the three pigs left their 
setting and entered into a book of nursery rhymes. Gabriel’s singing attracted attention, 
and soon everyone wanted to browse through this book. I had given the participants time 
to browse through all the books and once the participants selected a single text set of 
books (i.e. the Creativity text set which included the postmodern books), the following 
conversation occurred between myself and the participants:   
Researcher: Okay I wanted to ask you some questions. So everybody with the 
exception of one person, everyone chose creativity, mainly because of this book 
and why are you so interested in reading this book? Share with me why your want 
to read this book? 
 
Gabriel: Hey diddle diddle. 
 
Researcher: Go ahead, Louis. Go ahead, thank you.  
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Louis: The reason I wanted to read this book is because it’s nice and great 
pictures and its about the three little pigs and I like the pig and they go and try to 
move out of their house with their mother and that’s why I like it. 
 
Researcher: Okay. Somebody else.  
 
Anya: I like it because it’s nice. I like to look at the pictures.  
 
Researcher: Okay. Gabriel. 
 
Gabriel: I like it because the page is pretty and they beat up the wolf. 
(Transcript, October 21, 2009) 
 
 During our next gathering the participants asked me if they could share their 
favorite pages of the story. The following statements were made at various times during 
our discussion on October 28, 2009:  
• Gabriel: I like this one because it says, “Hey diddle diddle. The cat in the fiddle.”    
 
• Louis:  It’s funny. And it’s hilarious.  
 
This is my favorite one because it says, “The knight was brave and noble.” 
 
And this is my favorite and this one because it looks like he’s whining and this one 
too because they’re going to smash him out like a piece a paper and this one 
because he’s hanging on the door.  
 
• Betty:  I like it… Because it has pictures, like colors, the words, all the pictures 
behind the book.   
 
• Joseph: Because they um, like, it’s funny. I like the part when, um, cause, I like the 
pig cause it’s funny when they jumped in the mud.  
(Transcript, October 28, 2009) 
 
I observed the social dynamics that occurred when they made their selection. The 
students were persuaded by Gabriel’s excitement about The Three Pigs. I also noted the 
frequency with which they referenced the illustrations in their explanation of their 
selection. Using open coding, codes were developed inductively and came from specific 
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data bits and key terms within the transcripts, as well as informing codes I had witnessed. 
I created four main codes: Social Pressure, Illustrations, Words, and General Appeal.  
 Within the Social Pressure code, I referred to data within the transcripts when 
Gabriel influenced the others in their selection. For example, he repeated the phrase, 
“three little piggies” (Transcript, October 21, 2009) and began to read the nursery rhyme 
“Hey Diddle Diddle” out loud; others joined him in finishing the rhyme (Transcript, 
October 21, 2009). When Gabriel expressed disdain for other books within the Obstacles 
and Social Issues text sets, as well as when Louis asked me which text set included the 
book The Three Pigs (Wiesner, 2001), I coded this data in the Social Pressure category. 
Data coded as Illustrations included statements that referenced the illustrations or when 
they said the word “Look” or “Pictures” specifically. For example Anya said, “I like it 
because it’s nice. I like to look at the pictures,” (Italics added for emphasis). In another 
example, Louis stated, “And this is my favorite and this one because it looks like he’s 
whining and this one too because they’re going to smash him out like a piece of paper 
and this one because he’s hanging on the door,” (Transcript, October 28, 2009). This 
statement contained four data bits, and each was coded as Illustrations:  
a) and this is my favorite (referring to illustration),  
b) and this one because it looks like he’s whining (referring to illustration),  
c) and this one too because they’re going to smash him out like a piece of paper 
 (referring to illustration) 
d) and this one because he’s hanging on the door (referring to illustration) 
When participants referred to the text, the Words code denoted data bits, such as 
when Louis said, “This is my favorite because it says, ‘The knight was brave and noble’” 
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(Transcript, October 28, 2009). Betty’s statement “Because it has pictures, like colors, the 
words, all the pictures behind the book” (Transcript, October 28, 2009) was coded once 
for Words and three times for Illustrations. Betty said “pictures” twice and “color” once. 
The code General Appeal captured data that explained why the participants liked certain 
books, but did not specifically address Illustrations or Words codes. Data bits coded in 
General Appeal included Louis’s statement, “It’s funny, and it’s hilarious,” (Transcript, 
October 28, 2009).  
Although I found some social influence, primarily from Gabriel, in the selection 
of the text set, the illustrations predominately prompted their choice. Yet, all the text sets 
included books with pictures. Why were the postmodern picturebooks so compelling? 
They had not yet read the book, and though there was not much negotiation about their 
selection of the text set, their reasons for choosing the text set grew mostly out their 
enjoyment of the illustrations in The Three Pigs. Their preference for the visual aspect of 
this stories was crucial to selecting books.  
The participants were highly interested in the illustrations and what they 
conveyed. The importance of the visual imagery was noted through their use of 
consistently referring to the illustrations in their discussion, and not the text. Throughout 
the study, the participants continued to rely on visual information to understand and make 
sense of the books. 
Research Question One 
 Question One focused on the structure and format of postmodern picturebooks 
and what the readers responded to, questioned, and discussed as a group.  
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Question One was What features of postmodern picturebooks did participants respond to 
during literature discussions? I shall present their primary methods of response and how 
these methods of response addressed the features of the postmodern picturebooks. I will 
provide examples of the questions the participants asked, and how they determined their 
answers through the literature discussions. I will also profile their responses to the 
illustrations, and how they responded to the postmodern elements of the books.  
Response through Questioning the Features of the Books 
 After the read-aloud of each book, each student had his own copy of the book, I 
would pose the question, “What is this story about?” Our discussion would then ensue.  
 At the beginning of the study the participants asked few questions that prompted 
or guided our discussion. As our study progressed, the participants began to ask more 
questions about the books. The total number of questions generated by the participants 
within the discussions for each book  follows: 
The Three Pigs (Wiesner, 2001)   3 questions 
Bad Day at Riverbend (Van Allsburg, 1995)   8 questions 
Big Bad Book (Child, 2002)     8 questions 
Voices in the Park (Browne, 1998)    22 questions 
Black and White (Macaulay, 1990)    46 questions 
 
The number of questions is relevant because the majority of their discussions focused on 
answering questions about the structure and format of the stories—an integral part of 
postmodern picturebooks. As they questioned the books’ structure and format, the readers 
attempted to “fill the gap” (Anstey, 2002, p. 9) from their own experiences and draw 
inferences to the story. Further, within these questions, they investigated the illustrations 
and sought to make sense of what was happening within them. It was through our 
questions and subsequent answering of these questions that they discussed the features of 
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the postmodern picturebooks. At the beginning of our discussions, I posed many of the 
questions, but in the few questions that were asked by the participants, they questioned 
how the story worked. For example, in our discussion about Bad Day at Riverbend (Van 
Allsburg, 1995), Susan asked for clarification. Bad Day at Riverbend resembles a simple 
black and white book (like a coloring book) that someone has marked up with crayon. 
This format of the story confused Susan, and she asked about it.  
Susan: How come she’s coloring in it? I didn’t get the… I don’t know how to say 
it… 
 
Researcher: You didn’t get the end?  
 
Susan: Why is it, why are they like, a real one, but them, or they are just 
drawings? They are just drawing the word, I just know that she colored it, but I 
don’t get it. 
 
Joseph: No. This guy (points to back). 
 
DeMario: (talking to self) 
 
Researcher: Ah, Joseph, explain it to Susan what is going on. 
 
Joseph: This guy drew the pictures, and this girl was coloring. (Shows back cover 
of a photograph of the author with a little girl. The little girl is dressed like a 
character in the story.) 
 
Gabriel: No, no, they were both coloring. Look. They both got a crayon in their 
hand. (Referencing back cover) 
 
Enrique: Yea. 
 
Joseph: I know but the little girl can’t draw the horse.  
 
DeMario: It’s a coloring book! It’s a coloring book. 
 
Gabriel: That’s a coloring book, she didn’t make it.  
 
Joseph: No, it’s a real book. 
 
Susan: He made the book? 
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Gabriel: Let me see the book. 
 
Susan: He made the book with her daughter so the daughter could color it, so he 
made the book. 
 
Betty: For the little girl.  
 
Joseph: I want to see the book. 
(Transcript, December 8, 2009) 
 
In this example, Susan asked a question and the rest of the conversation focused on 
answering by intensely analyzing the features of the book. In responding to Susan’s 
question, the readers reference the final pages of the story, and the photograph on the 
back cover (The photograph includes the author with his daughter. They both sit at desk 
with crayons in their hand). Susan said, “I know that she colored it, but I don’t get it.” 
“She” refers to the character shown on the final pages of the story, and in the photograph 
on the back cover. Through the discussion, Susan understood that “he” (the author in the 
photograph) made the book “so the daughter could color it”.  This understanding came 
from closely scrutiny of the book’s features and our discussions were built on the 
participants’ questions.  
In our discussion about Who’s Afraid of the Big Bad Book (Child, 2002), which 
has a character who fell asleep and then landed into the story he was reading, Joseph 
asked a question about an illustration. The illustration he wonders about shows the large, 
open mouth of Goldilocks (a character in the story Herb has fallen into), and the text 
written in a circle with Herb flying on the page.  
Joseph: How did she run away from the mouth? Who drew the mouth? 
 
Researcher: Who drew the what? 
 
Joseph: The little boy coming out. Goldilocks’ mouth. Coming out of Goldilocks’ 
mouth? 
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Researcher: Who did? What about Goldilocks’ mouth?  
 
Joseph: Um. She was flying out of it. 
 
Researcher: Okay. 
 
Joseph: She flied [sic] out of Goldilocks’ mouth? 
 
Enrique: In the end, look it. 
 
Betty: Right here.  
 
Anya: Right here.  
 
Gabriel: No no. 
 
Researcher: You want this page explained? 
 
Joseph: Yea. 
 
Researcher: Can you explain this page to him? Gabriel? Anya, can you explain 
what is happening on this page?  
 
Gabriel: Oh yea! She’s screaming and she’s messing with the book.  
 
Anya: She’s messing up the book… and she’s… 
 
Gabriel: She’s annoying me… (referring to Anya) 
 
Anya: She’s making him go out… 
 
Gabriel: She goes flying out of the book.  
(Transcript, December 14, 2009) 
 
 In this example, Joseph tapped into the idea that he learned the week prior in our 
discussion of Bad Day at Riverbend (Van Allsburg, 1995) about someone else drawing 
the images in the story, but Joseph did not understand what was happening on the page. 
He did not understand the features of that illustration, why the text was written in a 
circular pattern, why Goldilocks’ mouth was so large, and why Herb was flying. Joseph 
did not comprehend how the images connected together. He thought the illustration 
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showed Herb flying out of Goldilocks’ mouth. Gabriel and Anya clarified what was 
happening in the illustration; that Goldilocks’ loud screaming was “messing with the 
book” and caused Herb to go flying out of the book. Our discussion provided an answer 
to Joseph’s question about the illustration. 
 By the time of our final discussion for the book Black and White (Macaulay, 
1990), the participants were perhaps more comfortable with each other, and with me, and 
the number of the questions they asked had increased. This could also relate to the 
unusual structure and format of the story. Black and White is a story that shows four 
individual stories that may or may not all tell the same story. The structure of the book is 
unique enough to give a warning on the title page that says, “This book appears to 
contain a number of stories that do not necessarily occur at the same time. Then again, it 
may contain only one story. In any event, careful inspection of both words and pictures is 
recommended” (Macaulay, 1990, np). 
After reading the book, Gabriel asked: 
Gabriel: Why does it say that? Warning? 
 
Anya: Look look. 
 
Gabriel: The book is what? It’s bad?  
 
Researcher: No, it’s telling you that the book is unusual. 
 
Enrique: Because there is a robber. I like robbers. I like this.  
 
Gabriel: Okay, now I know why they call it Black and White.  
 
Joseph: Because he blends in (referring to the robber character) 
 
Gabriel: No. Cause the robber is wearing black and white. 
 
Anya: OH! He’s wearing black and white, and he’s wearing black and white, 
black and white, black and white, black and white.  
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Enrique: Oh, he could blend in cause right here, if he’s walking at night, he could 
just go like that, like a cow.  
 
Joseph: And then he gets up. 
 
Enrique: Aye! Blending in! 
 
Gabriel: He blends into the cows. 
 
Anya: Don’t copy me. 
 
Enrique: He blends into the cows. 
 
Joseph: I said that first. Huh, Mrs. O’Brien? 
 
Anya: Because the robber is black and white and the cows are black and white 
and a lot of the stuff is black and white. 
  (Transcript, January 12, 2010) 
 In this conversation, Gabriel asked a question, and Enrique, perhaps incorrectly, 
answered it. Enrique’s answer caused the discussion to focus on the robber character. 
Gabriel then clarified why he thinks the book is called Black and White, which he 
believed was because of the robber character’s attire. In this dialogue, the cursory manner 
of literature discussions is evident. Someone asked a question about a part of the book, 
another answered it, and other connections are made.  
 My point in this section was to exhibit how the participants responded to the 
specific features of the stories through their questions and how such questions guided our 
discussions. As I shall discuss later, the postmodern picturebooks confused them, and 
they misinterpreted many portions at the start of our discussions. Better understandings 
were made clear by the end of the study as they questioned and discussed what they were 
reading and seeing. It was a very natural response for them to be confused, and they 
verbalized what they did not understand and sought clarity for their confusions.  
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As a group, they responded and facilitated the discussions through questions. In 
doing so, they attended to features of the postmodern picturebooks and they continually 
referred to the illustrations to explain and answer the questions asked (which I shall 
explain in a forthcoming section). As our study progressed, the number of questions 
increased, perhaps because the stories got more complex, or perhaps they were more 
comfortable with asking questions in our group.  
Responding to Illustrations 
 I stated previously that the participants spent a great deal of time responding to 
and questioning the illustrations. To augment and verify what the readers were 
discussing, I isolated their responses using open codes that I named: (a) Visual 
Illustration and (b) Textual Word. I did this analysis for the case as a whole, and also for 
each individual reader. In this analysis, I simply wanted to verify which prominent 
features of the books the participants responded to most often. In Question Two, I 
describe how they responded to these features.  
I coded the data to determine if the participants’ responses addressed the 
illustrative imagery, or the textual words in the book. For example, when Gabriel stated, 
“I like the scarlet writing,” (Transcript, December 14, 2009) during our discussion of 
Who’s Afraid of the Big Bad Book (Child, 2002), he is responding to the visual 
component of the writing (it’s scarlet), but when he says, “Stickily stuck,” (Transcript, 
December 14, 2009) that phrase is presented textually and is coded as Textual Word. 
(The idea that the features of any book are all understood visually is duly noted and not 
the purpose of this paper. Rather, I aimed to investigate what they referenced most often: 
the illustrations or the words.) In Table 4, I have taken specific data bits from the 
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transcript for Gabriel and coded them. I also provide a point of reference for my coding 
schematic and why the data bits received an “X” in a specific column. Column one 
displays the data bits. Column two was marked with “X” if that data bit statement was 
made in response to an illustration. Column three was marked with an “X” if the data bit 
statement was made in response to the text. Column four verifies what the data bit 
statements referenced.  
Table 4 portrays only Gabriel’s responses, but I completed the analysis for all the 
participants. It was evident that the participants spent more time responding to the 
illustrations than the text.  I did the same analysis for each literature discussion and then I 
counted their visual and textual responses as a group collective. These data are presented 
in Table 5. Additionally, through the rest of this chapter I will continually use Gabriel to 
represent certain aspects of data analysis. This is because Gabriel tended to respond most 
often to the postmodern elements within the stories and was highly verbal in the 
discussions. Data tables also represent Gabriel to assure a degree of consistency and to 
inform the reader how I used the cross-comparative approach in my construction of the 
single-case studies.  
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Table 4 
 
Coding for Gabriel’s Verbal Responses to Who’s Afraid of the Big Bad Book 
 
 Codes  
Data bits 
Visual 
illustrations 
Textual words Points of reference  
Pictures. Because it’s a little fake 
book. 
X  References pictures 
These are easy words.  X Calls the words “easy” 
Stickily stuck. Stickily stuck… I like 
stickily stuck. 
 X  Repeats “stickily stuck”  
He looks like a girl. X  “Looks” 
That’s an imagination. X  
Acknowledges the illustration 
on the cover 
He is reading the story, and he is the 
story 
X X 
Acknowledges that Herb is 
reading the book and is also 
telling the story 
I like the scarlet writing. X  
“Scarlet” – Says no specific 
words that are written in scarlet 
This is stickers. You can tell they’re 
stickers.  
X  
Notices difference in illustrative 
media 
Cause it’s like the write part and it’s 
real.  
X  
Notices difference in illustrative 
media 
They look better, cause it’s colored, 
and that looks like it’s just a sticker.  
X  “Colored”; “that looks”  
 
Table 5 
Group Totals for Visual and Textual Responses  
 
 Total number of responses 
Book Visual Textual  
The Three Pigs 43 7 
Bad Day at Riverbend 44 1 
Who’s Afraid of the Big Bad Book 21 5 
Voices in the Park 72 27 
Black and White 114 18 
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As a group, the visual illustrations prompted most of the responses. They spent a 
great deal of time analyzing the illustrations and talking about the images in an effort to 
clarify meaning of the stories and to answer their questions. When they did reference the 
textual words, it was often to clarify character names, or to repeat words that seemed to 
enjoy the sounds of, such as when Gabriel repeated, “Stickily stuck” (Transcript, 
December 14, 2009).  
The degree to which the participants responded to illustrations was immense, and 
was a key finding of this study. Their responses to illustrations connected to every 
segment of data analysis. Because many examples will be given of how they responded 
to the illustrations, and to avoid redundancy I do not provide specific examples of their 
responses to illustrations at this point.  
Response to Postmodern Elements 
 Working through the data, I instinctively understood that the participants 
addressed the postmodern elements within their discussion. When Gabriel stated, “He is 
reading the story, and he is the story,” (Transcript, December 14, 2009), I knew that 
Gabriel was responding to specific postmodern elements, but I was unsure how to 
separate such data from the entire transcript. I referred back to literature on postmodern 
picturebooks and used this information to create tables to define and categorize 
participant’s verbal responses.  
I relied on Goldstone (1998) and Anstey (2002) and used their characteristics of 
postmodern picturebooks to create deductive categories to code data. These deductive 
codes were formatted into a research template, and using the conversational turn as a unit 
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of analysis, I coded each participant’s responses. I discussed both Goldstone and Anstey 
in Chapter Two and will summarize the categories for data to clarify data analysis.   
Coding templates. Goldstone (1998) distinguishes postmodern picturebooks 
containing one or more of the following characteristics: 
Illusion of fiction suspended – whereby the author breaks the fourth wall and lets 
the reader know that the book is a constructed object by speaking directly to the 
reader 
Non-linear – when the book is told in non-linear format 
People Prose – whereby the visual and textual clues work together to denote who 
is speaking and uses conversational language 
Multiple Story Lines – when more than one storyline is told across the pages 
Creative Process – whereby the author/illustrator informs the reader of the book 
as a constructed object 
Shared Space – when the reader becomes conscious that the book is sharing a 
space with the author in determining meaning 
Visual Acuity – when the reader relies on visual cues to determine meaning in the 
story 
Goldstone's list of postmodern elements that occur in picturebooks differs from 
Anstey’s (2002) terms in both labeling and in definitions of postmodernity.  
Anstey defines postmodernity as incorporating one or more of the following devices 
(2002, p. 447): 
Non-traditional ways of literary elements – which challenge the reader and 
require different ways of reading 
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Unusual use of narrator’s voice – which positions the reader to read the book in 
certain ways 
Indeterminancy in written and illustrative text, plot, character and setting which 
requires the reader to construct meaning 
Pastiche of illustrative styles – which requires the reader to use a range of 
knowledge 
Unusual design and layout – which challenge the readers perception of how to 
read a book 
Contesting discourses between illustration and text – which require the reader to 
consider alternative readings 
Intertextuality – which requires the reader to draw upon his own knowledge 
Availability of multiple readings – which honors the idea that the book can be 
read in multiple ways  
Many of these characteristics within Goldstone’s (1998) and Anstey’s (2002) 
definitions can occur simultaneously. My purpose at this part of analysis was to 
understand what postmodern features the readers paid attention to as they discussed the 
books. Within the template, I created categories directly from the phrases that Goldstone 
and Anstey coined. In coding the conversational turns spoken by the participants, I 
analyzed each statement and categorized it into the postmodern feature(s) that the 
statement represented.  
 Table 6 is an example of Gabriel’s categorized responses to Who’s Afraid of the 
Big Bad Book. The rows represent Goldstone’s (1998) characteristics of postmodern 
picturebooks. What I have placed into these categories represent when the reader, in this 
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case Gabriel, acknowledges specific characteristics of postmodernity in his verbalized 
response. For example, “This is stickers. You can tell they’re stickers,” is coded 
simultaneously as recognition of Goldstone’s Illusion of Fiction Suspended and Visual 
Acuity because Gabriel is using his visual acuity and recognizes that the book is a 
constructed object. Goldstone states, “…the illusion of fiction is suspended in some way, 
directing the reader’s attention toward the process of the story’s creation. It contains an 
openness of text which depends as much on the reader’s interpretation as the author’s 
direction” (1998, p. 48). Gabriel’s statement, “This is stickers. You can tell they’re 
stickers,” represented his understanding of the illusion of fiction being suspended. The 
author, Lauren Child, interposed a different art form—art that looked like a sticker placed 
in the book—to disrupt the reading of the text. Gabriel acknowledged that disruption with 
his comment of the stickers.  
Table 6 was used for each participant and for every literature discussion.  
Columns were left blank when either (a) the book did not use that aspect of metafiction in 
the narrative or (b) the participant did not reference that aspect in his discussion. As a 
research template, I elected to not alter the form and left the spaces empty. This proved 
helpful when I needed to clarify what the students were not noticing in their discussion of 
the books, which I will discuss later in this section.  
 In Table 6, the first column represents the postmodern features that Goldstone 
(1998) described. Column two displays the individual “conversational turn” (Merriam, 
1998) that aligns with the postmodern feature. Column three explains my thought process 
of why that conversational was coded as such.  
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Table 6  
 
Example of Gabriel’s Responses Recognizing Postmodern Elements (Goldstone, 1998) in 
the Who’s Afraid of the Big Bad Book Discussion 
 
Postmodern Feature 
(PF) 
Conversational Turns 
(CT) 
How CT Represents PF 
Illusion of Fiction 
Suspended 
He is reading the story, and he is the story Acknowledges child’s construction of 
the story 
 It’s a fairy tale book. No, it’s a book that’s 
got a lot of stories in it. 
Acknowledges the book as a structured 
object 
 This is stickers. You can tell they’re 
stickers. 
Acknowledges child’s use of different 
media. 
Non-Linear Not Applicable Not Applicable 
People Prose Stickily-stuck Repeated numerous times, played with 
the words 
Multiple Story Lines  He is reading the story, and he is the story Acknowledges the ways the story can 
be interpreted 
Acknowledges the various stories in 
the book. 
 It’s a fairy tale book. No, it’s a book that’s 
got a lot of stories in it.  
Acknowledges the ways the story can 
be interpreted 
Acknowledges the various stories in 
the book. 
Creative Process That’s an imagination. Acknowledges the creativity of the 
author. 
Shared Space   
Visual Acuity I like the scarlet writing. Notices the color scarlett 
 This is stickers. You can tell they’re 
stickers.I like the scarlet writing. 
Notices the differences in the 
illustrations 
 Because the girl colored it when she was 
little 
Notices the markings on the book.  
   
 
Table 6 shows Gabriel’s responses highlighted certain features of postmodernity, 
such as the illusion of fiction being suspended, the people prose contained in the story, 
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the multiple stories in the narrative, the creative process of the author, and the visual 
acuity needed to interpret the story. This story did not address non-linearity (which is 
why it was marked with “Not Applicable”), but it does address the shared space the 
author creates between a reader and the book he is reading. Gabriel did not respond to 
this feature. The shared space of this story was evident in their use of common fairy tale 
characters. The author trusted that the readers knew fairy tales and would thus, share the 
space (in this example, cultural space). Gabriel stated why these fairy tale characters were 
in the story, and he never asked why others were not.   
Using a constant-comparative approach to identify inconsistencies, I conducted 
another analysis of deductive categories using Anstey’s characteristics of postmodern 
picturebooks, which differed slightly from Goldstone’s characteristics. As I had done 
with the Goldstone coding template, I did the same with the Anstey’s descriptors. 
Gabriel’s statement “It’s a fairy tale book. No, it’s a book with a lot of stories in it,” 
represented 0. This statement acknowledged the Nontraditional Way the author used 
literary elements by using unusual design and layout, and which also required him to 
construct meaning (Indeterminancy). An example of the analysis using Anstey’s 
characteristics of postmodern picturebooks is featured in Table 7. I completed this 
analysis for each reader to determine which features of the postmodern picturebooks the 
participants were cuing into and what they were becoming aware of through their own 
sense-making. Like the Goldstone template, the respective columns are aligned in the 
same way; Column one shows the postmodern features that Anstey (1998) described. 
Column two shows the “conversational turns” made by the participant, Column three 
explains my thought process.  
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This process of analyzing the data in this way was frustrating, because many units 
of analysis for other participants were coded two or three times, leaving no singular 
distinctions. However, this did verify the complexity within postmodern picturebooks and 
the readers’ acknowledgment of that complexity. A single response can represent many 
aspects of these books. 
 
Table 7 
 
Example of Gabriel’s Responses Reflecting Postmodern Elements (Anstey, 2002) In 
Who’s Afraid of the Big Bad Book Discussion 
 
Postmodern Feature(PF) Conversational Turn (CT) 
How CT is Representative 
of PF 
Nontraditional ways of using literary 
elements 
That’s an imagination Acknowledges Child’s use 
of plot  
 It’s a fairy tale book. No, it’s a book 
with a lot of stories in it.  
 
Acknowledges Child’s 
construction of the story 
 He is reading the story and he is the 
story 
Acknowledges construction 
of book 
   
Unusual uses of narrator’s voice  
 
 
Indeterminancy in written or illustrative 
text, plot, character, setting (which 
requires the reader to construct meaning) 
He is reading the story, and he is the 
story. 
Attempting to understand 
Herb’s character in the story 
 It’s a fairy tale book. No, it’s a book 
with a lot of stories in it.  
Attempting to understand 
the construction of the story 
   
Pastiche of illustrative styles You can tell they’re stickers.  Acknowledges the different 
use of media 
   
Unusual design and layout It’s a fairy tale book. No, it’s a book 
with a lot of stories in it.  
Acknowledges the 
construction of the book 
   
Contesting discourses Not Applicable 
 
Not Applicable 
Intertextuality   
Availability of multiple readings 
 
It’s a fairy tale book. No, it’s a book 
with  
 
a lot of stories in it. 
Acknowledges the many 
stories 
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Table 7 shows that Gabriel responded to the nontraditional ways of using literary 
elements, the interdeminancy of the text, the pastiche of illustrative styles, the unusual 
design and layout, and the multiple readings of the story. He ignored the book’s 
intertextuality and that row was intentionally left blank. In this book, contesting 
discourses did not occur and that row was marked as Non Applicable. Contesting 
discourses occur when the text expresses one account and the illustrations show another. 
In this story, the text and the illustrations were closely aligned. Using the coding 
categories of Goldstone (1998) and Anstey (2002), I recognized that the readers were 
paying attention to elements of postmodern picturebooks even if they could not directly 
verbalize what they were doing. Of course, they never uttered statements such as “Wow. 
This author sure does use a lot of art techniques!” But they were able to articulate 
statements such as “These are stickers. You can tell they’re stickers,” informing me that 
they noticed the minute shades of difference visually represented. Further, conducting 
this analysis for all the readers with all the books revealed certain glaring omissions and 
dominant tendencies, such as the absence of intertextual connections and the profound 
reliance on visual imagery in responding to the story. They also did not discuss the 
“people prose” used within the stories or the narrative ways in which the stories were 
told. However, they paid a great deal of attention to the author’s use of illustrative media, 
and they relied quite heavily on their visual acuity to determine meaning. Using a 
constant-comparative approach, this emphasis on visual acuity to determine meaning 
aligned well with another coding schematic that I address in Question Two. Also, their 
attention to visual acuity was validated when they (a) questioned the features discussed 
earlier and (b) discussed and analyzed illustrations.  
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Our discussions demonstrated how the participants negotiated meaning and by the 
ways in which they questioned, analyzed, and responded to the books’ postmodern 
elements. In the following example, our conversation was about Bad Day at Riverbend 
(Van Allsburg, 1995). 
Within this book, something dreadful has occurred in Riverbend. The 
townspeople describe the same horrible account. “Without warning, the sky overhead had 
filled with a brilliant light, a light that froze everything it touched—herds of cattle, even 
birds in the sky. And it was blinding… when the light passed, they were covered with 
greasy marks,” (Van Allsburg, 1995, np).  
At the end of the story, there is a hand scribbling on the townspeople of 
Riverbend, and on the following pages, the reader sees a person wearing a cowboy hat, 
sitting at a desk, and coloring a picture that is identical to the previous page in the story. 
On the last page of the story, the illustration shows a young person leaving the room 
where a “Cowboy Coloring Book” sits on the table. The words, “And then the light went 
out,” appear on the bottom of the page. On the back cover of the story, Chris Van 
Allsburg, the author, is seated at a desk with his daughter. His daughter is wearing a 
cowgirl hat. They each have a crayon in their hand, and they are coloring pages. It is 
inferred that the greasy marks are the marks of crayons. Figure 2 and Figure 3 show 
illustrations from this book.  
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Figure 2. Illustrations from Bad Day at Riverbend (Van Allsburg, 1995) that show 
someone coloring the characters within Riverbend. By C. Van Allsburg, 1995. Bad Day 
at Riverbend. Copyright 1995 by Houghton Mifflin Company 
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Figure 3. Illustrations from Bad Day at Riverbend (Van Allsburg, 1995) that show the 
relationship between the character in the book and the back cover. By C. Van Allsburg, 
1995. Bad Day at Riverbend. Copyright 1995 by Houghton Mifflin Company. 
 
In our discussion about this book, Joseph asked:  
Joseph: Why was it filled with color? 
 
Researcher: What? 
 
Susan: Why are the town filled with color? 
 
Researcher (R) Tell me what is happening in the story? What happened? 
 
Demario: Oh! 
 
Gabriel: It’s just a book. 
 
Susan: It’s just a book.  
 
Gabriel: That coloring thingy 
 
Susan: It’s just a book that, they were saying what was happening but the kid was 
just adding colors there. So… 
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Gabriel: I think the girl thought it was a coloring book.  
(Transcript, December 8, 2009) 
 
At the onset, both Joseph and Susan question the illustrative features of the book. 
The book looks as if it has been colored on in crayon, and as we read the story aloud, 
Joseph asked me if one of my children had colored the pages. I did not answer him 
because I did not want to ruin the story. When we finished our discussion, Joseph wants 
to know why it is colored. They all noticed the illustrative difference between the black 
and white line drawings, and the messy “scribble scrabble” (Transcript, December 8, 
2009) of the crayons. Anstey refers to such illustrative difference as the “pastiche of 
illustrative styles”. To understand why the book was colored, Gabriel referenced the back 
of the book. He drew information from the peritext. Peritext describes the parts of the 
book around the story, such as covers, dedication, endpapers, and title page (McGuire, 
Belfatti, & Ghiso, 2008). Attention to the peritext acknowledges the visual acuity 
necessary to view such information. Further, with his comment, “I think the girl thought 
it was a coloring book,” Gabriel’s statement attended to the additional storyline contained 
in this book—the one of the little girl with a crayon in her hand. He is responding to the 
nontraditional way the author has suspended the illusion of fiction (Goldstone, 2002) and 
the nontraditional way the author has used literary elements (character and setting) in the 
construction of this narrative. Gabriel then constructs meaning based on the 
indeterminancy of the text, plot, character, and setting (Anstey, 1998).  
The conversation continues: 
Joseph: It’s a boy because he had a soccer ball.  
 
Researcher: Look at the back. 
 
Enrique: It looks like a girl.  
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Researcher: So this is a book, or is it a coloring book?  
(Transcript, December 8, 2009) 
 
At this point, I tried to determine how the participants made sense of the book. Did they 
view it as a regular book, or as a coloring book?  
Gabriel: It’s a book. 
 
Susan: It’s a coloring book and a book.  
 
DeMario: It’s a girl. 
 
Researcher: Explain that to me, Susan. 
 
Susan: It’s a book cause you read it. 
 
DeMario: It’s a girl. 
 
Susan: And this color and you can color it. 
(Transcript, December 8, 2009) 
 
Here Susan also has recognized the uniqueness of the format and structure of the story. 
Her statement, “It’s a book cause you read it,” addresses one storyline of the book, and 
her following statement, “And this color and you can color it,” addressed another 
storyline of the book.  
Enrique: It shows on the back! (referring to last page, not back cover) 
 
Gabriel: A coloring book.  
 
Researcher: Sarah says it’s both. Where does the coloring book exist? 
(Transcript, December 8, 2009) 
 
At the time I posed this question, I was completely unaware of how vague and complex 
this question was. Gabriel was able to answer though. 
Gabriel: In this book. It’s a book that’s supposed to be a coloring book, it got dye 
and then it got, what’s it called? 
(Transcript, December 8, 2009) 
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Gabriel said, “… supposed to be…” (Transcript, December 8, 2009) which 
acknowledged that the book is specifically presented (or constructed) one way. He had 
cued into the simultaneous narratives occurring: the textual narrative that included 
Riverbend and its townspeople, and the unwritten illustrative narrative that included the 
little girl coloring recklessly through her Cowboy Coloring Book.  
 Our conversation continued. 
Enrique: Can I get water? 
 
Researcher: In a second. Can you, turn to the page where they talk about the 
bright light. 
 
Gabriel: Oh I know what’s the bright light! 
 
Researcher: What’s the bright light? 
 
Susan: The sun.  
 
Enrique: The color. 
 
Gabriel: No, it’s that girl’s head. 
 
Betty: Yea where she puts the color.  
(Transcript, December 8, 2009) 
 
In this exchange, I wanted to know what they understand the bright light to be. Had they 
understood that the bright light occurred because the pages of the coloring book have 
been opened within the story?  
Both Gabriel and Betty partly understand. Gabriel says, “…that girl’s head” 
which referenced the girl on the back cover. His conclusion was incorrect as “that girl’s 
head” would more likely cause a shadow, but he seemed to understand how the stories 
linked together. Susan’s answer of “The sun” may have connected to her life experience 
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that people use sunlight to read, and the bright light thus referenced the sun. However, the 
text had a few instances that could also reference the sun.  
“But one morning Sheriff Ned Hardy stood in front of Riverbend jail and saw 
something he’d never seen before. A brilliant light in the western sky. It lasted a few 
minutes, then faded away” (Van Allsburg, 1995, p. 5). And at another point in the story, 
the words, “the sun” is used explicitly. “Like stepping out of a privy and looking straight 
into the sun at high noon,” (Van Allsburg, 1995, 18). I was unsure whether Susan’s 
comment “the sun” acknowledged the multiples storylines in the book, or if she only 
comprehended one storyline. I sought clarification in the following dialogue: 
Gabriel: And she says (unclear) 
 
Joseph: Ew. Scribble scrabble. 
 
Researcher: If you lived inside a book, when would a bright light appear? 
 
Susan: When somebody opens the book. 
 
Gabriel: When somebody-- 
 
Susan: Cause you are in the light. 
(Transcript, December 8, 2009) 
 
At the beginning of this dialogue, Susan verbalized that the book is both a coloring book 
and a book, but she did not understand how the rest of the features, the illustrations and 
the peritext, worked together to develop full comprehension of the story. Later she asked, 
“Why is it, why are they like, a real one, but them, or they are just drawings? They are 
just drawing the word, I just know that she colored it, but I don’t get it.” (Transcript, 
December 8, 2009). I discussed this statement earlier on page 97 and referring back to 
that conversation on page 97, Susan questioned the storyline and Joseph supplied an 
answer and said, “This guy drew the pictures and this girl was coloring,” (Transcript, 
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December 8, 2009), but Susan was unable to understand how it all worked together. 
Through the discussion she discerned how the illusion of fiction was suspended. In the 
discussion she acknowledged that the story was a structured object, constructed by an 
author. Susan asked, “He made the book?... He made the book with her [sic] daughter so 
the daughter could color it, so he made the book,” (Transcript, December 8, 2009). Betty 
answered, “For the little girl,” (Transcript, December 8, 2009). Betty had acknowledged 
that not only was the story constructed in a certain way, it was also created for “the little 
girl”. Betty’s comment also recognized that the author has suspended the illusion of 
fiction. Betty attended to the multiple storylines, she used her visual acuity, and she built 
her comprehension on the discussion that had occurred.  
 In this example, the participants paid attention to certain features of 
postmodernity in the picturebooks, primarily features that relied on illustrative 
information. As they responded to the stories, they asked questions about the features of 
the books. Their responses tended to focus on the multiple storylines that they inferred 
from their visual acuity. They responded to the pastiche of illustrative styles and they 
wanted to understand why there was such a difference. They cued into the author’s 
construction of the story and how the author suspended the illusion of fiction. They did, 
in fact, attend to specific postmodern features.  
Another discussion highlights their attention to the illustrations and the 
postmodern features, and the ways in which they questioned these features. Who’s Afraid 
of the Big Bad Book (Child, 2002) is a story about Herb, who while reading, fell asleep 
and woke up in the story he was reading. Herb discovers that his past treatment of this 
book (eating while reading, cutting out illustrations, scribbling and doodling on the 
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pages) causes many unintended consequences. Because Herb has cut out and re-pasted 
entire pages, some parts of the book are upside-down and only Herb’s current dialogue is 
right side up. The reader has to rotate the pages to read it correctly. At other instances, 
Child (2002) poked fun at her own design and writing ability and stated, “It was difficult 
to open because the illustrator had drawn the handle much too high up…” (Child, 2002, 
p.14), and “Herb grabbed hold of the letters, and scrabbled up the sentences. Some of the 
words were a bit weak and the whole pile started to wobble,” (Child, 2002, p. 27). 
Illustratively, that sentence is presented as a type of wobbly and crooked staircase.  
In our discussion, Enrique immediately addressed the difficulty he had with this 
book. 
Enrique: This book is tricky. 
 
Researcher: Why?  
 
Enrique: Because it goes into a book. 
(Transcript, December 14, 2009) 
  
Enrique responded to the structure of the story. I wondered if he understood the story.  
Researcher: What’s happening in the story? 
 
Enrique: I don’t know.  
 
Joseph: They go, go into Goldilocks.  
 
Gabriel: No, the back. 
 
Joseph: Goldilocks switches the pages. 
 
Researcher: Was it Goldilocks who did the switching of the pages?  
 
Anya: No, actually it was Herb.  
(Transcript, December 14, 2009) 
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In this exchange, Joseph correctly determined that the story did go into the story 
of Goldilocks, but he inaccurately determined that Goldilocks switched the pages. I 
clarified that statement, and Anya provides the correct interpretation. In doing so, Anya 
displayed her attention to the brief bit of text that stated, “‘I wonder… are we pretending 
to be flies…?’ scoffed the woman. ‘Or could it be that some vile, good-for-nothing child 
tore out our page and put it back upside down?’” (Child, 2002, p. 18).   
We continued our discussion and I asked the participants what was interesting 
about the story. Betty replied, “He is reading a book and the picture of the book is behind 
him,” In response to this statement, Gabriel said, “That’s an imagination.” Betty has 
noticed the front cover of the story, and Gabriel commended the creative process of the 
author. I then ask: 
Researcher: So what’s happening?  
 
Gabriel: He is reading the story, and he is the story.  
 
Joseph: Ah!  
 
Enrique: Here is Goldilocks, she’s in it.  
 
Gabriel: It’s a fairy tale book. No, it’s a book that’s got a lot of stories in it. 
(Transcript, December 14, 2009) 
 
Gabriel, somewhat building on the comment that Betty has already made (Her comment 
was: “He is reading a book and the picture of the book is behind him”), has made two key 
statements. First he says, “He is reading the story, and he is the story.” This comment 
addressed many features of this book. The front cover of this story shows a young boy 
(Herb) reading the same book that Gabriel held in his hands, and on the book that Herb is 
holding, is the same book that Gabriel and Herb hold, inducing a sort of never-ending 
illusion. Betty noticed this as well, but did not describe it as succinctly as Gabriel. Her 
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comment cued into the structure of the illustration, but Gabriel demonstrated how that 
illustration explains the narrative and construction of the story.   
Gabriel acknowledged that Herb is reading his story (as is shown by the front 
cover), but that the story is also about Herb. With this comment Gabriel has cued into 
Child’s construction of the story, as well as the multiple storylines contained in the story. 
The multiple storylines include Herb falling into the book, Herb’s destruction of the book 
(which occurred before the reader arrives), as well as the storylines of the other 
characters in the story and how their stories have been disrupted by Herb. His second 
comment, “ It’s a fairy tale book. No, it’s a book with a lot of stories in it,” (Transcript, 
December 14, 2009) also acknowledged multiple storylines as well as the unusual design 
and layout of the story. In both these comments, Gabriel has had to construct meaning of 
the story, and he has also identified the book as a structured object.  
 Later in the discussion, Anya asks: 
 
Anya: Why did she make a mess? 
 
Enrique: She colored them.  
 
Gabriel: Cause she was little.  
Joseph: Did you cut these with a scissors? 
 
Researcher: Why does the Queen have a mustache on her? 
 
Joseph: She colored it on her. 
 
Researcher: That was Christina’s question.  
 
Gabriel: Because the girl colored it when she was little.  
(Transcript, December 14, 2009) 
 
In this part of the conversation, Anya wanted to know why the book was a mess. Both 
Enrique and Gabriel provide answers stating that she (Herb—the participants consistently 
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referred to Herb as a girl) colored them when “she was little.” The “mess” of the story 
was understood through the illustrations where Child (2002) has turned pages upside, 
written the text in different font styles, and has written text that curves, meanders, and is 
sometimes upside-down on the page. Child’s unusual design and layout, primarily 
provided visually, is a point of discussion.  
Also, the Wicked Stepmother in the story said, “some vile good-for-nothing 
child” might have messed up the book, and Herb replies, “I wonder who would do that?” 
The Wicked Stepmother answers, “Probably some hideous little boy,” (italics added, 
Child, 2002, p. 18). Enrique and Gabriel noticed this part of the text and they answer 
Joseph’s question with “She colored it,” (Enrique, Transcript, December 14, 2009) and 
“Cause she was little,” (Gabriel, Transcript, December 14, 2009) Yet, the participants 
continued to address Herb as a girl, even when the text said otherwise. The participants 
paid attention to parts of the text that helped them construct meaning, but they ignored 
other information provided textually (i.e. the name “Herb”, the word “boy”). They 
consistently referred to him as a girl because of the way he looked. I attempted to clarify 
this misunderstanding about Herb’s gender.  
Joseph: Did you cut this?  
 
Enrique: No, she cut it because she got the scissors! 
 
Researcher: But who cut it? 
 
Gabriel: The little girl.  
 
Enrique: She did. 
 
Researcher: Herb is a boy.  
 
Gabriel: This looks like a girl.  
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Researcher: But his name is Herb.  
(Transcript, December 14, 2009) 
 
 
Also, let me make note of Joseph’s question “Did you cut this?” (Transcript, December 
14, 2009). In the book, there is a jagged hole, about 3 inches by 2 inches, at the bottom of 
a page. This hole serves as Herb’s escape from the queen. The text says, “There wasn’t 
time to get to the door but, by snipping a hole in the palace floor, Herb managed to 
wriggle through onto the next page,” (Child, 2002, p. 18). Joseph, however, at this point 
of the conversation, did not understand why the hole was there, and asked about it two 
times. Enrique, his brother, was frustrated by his repetitive question, and yelled the 
answer to him. Enrique had paid attention to the text, but Joseph had not. Joseph was 
confused by the creative nature of the author’s construction of the story and the unusual 
design and layout, which do not make sense apart from the text. Actual holes do not 
normally occur in stories. Enrique, however, connected the illustration with the text and 
arrived at meaning. I asked Enrique 
Researcher: Enrique can you tell me what’s happening in this story?  
 
Enrique: She’s trying to escape out of the book. 
 
Researcher: Who is? 
 
Enrique: Herb.  
(Transcript, December 14, 2009)  
 
I asked Enrique to clarify who “she” is. He provided the character’s proper name, but 
continued to refer to Herb as “she”.  
Researcher: Herb is trying to escape out of the book. How did he fall into the 
book? 
 
Enrique: Sleeping. 
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Gabriel: How can a person fall into a book when you sleep?  
(Transcript, December 14, 2009) 
 
Gabriel had already commented on the illusion of fiction being suspended, as well as the 
creative process of the author, and next he questioned the validity and reality of the story. 
 Throughout their discussion of Who’s Afraid of the Big Bad Book (Child, 2002), 
they questioned what occurred on the pages, and I questioned their understandings of the 
book. They investigated the illustrations, and ignored some aspects of the text, except 
when the text helped them understand the illustrations. Through their questions and 
responses, they isolated specific postmodern features of the picturebooks and they tended 
to concentrate on the variety of illustrative styles, multiple storylines, and the creative 
process of the author, specifically when the author suspended the illusion of fiction. They 
consistently used their visual acuity to construct meaning of the books and they 
responded to the unusual designs and layouts of the books.  
Summary 
Throughout all of the discussions, the features that merited the most conversation 
were the visual illustrations, and through the illustrations, they questioned and referenced 
unique postmodern aspects, such as the “pastiche of illustrative styles” (Anstey. 2002).  
As a group, they helped each other arrive at meaning, and often argued with one another. 
Confusions that were asked about in the beginning of the literature discussions, provided 
a starting point for our discussions, and through their conversations, they were able to 
make sense of the stories and comprehend the narratives within the books.  
Through their responses, they also noticed the books unusual designs and layouts, 
and the majority of the discussion focused on determining and constructing meaning 
within the stories. Many points of discussion acknowledged the creative process of the 
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author and all the readers used their visual acuity to notice minute differences in the 
illustrations.  
The readers made few intertextual connections as they discussed the stories, and 
they spent little time discussing the ways in which the stories were told (non-linear, 
people prose, and narrative voice), which I will expand upon in Chapter Five. They did 
cue into the multiple storylines when storylines were discerned visually. 
Using deductive codes culled from the works of Goldstone (1998) and Anstey 
(2002), I was encouraged that the readers commented on the characteristics of 
postmodern picturebooks even if they could not adequately verbalize they were doing so. 
This analysis influenced understandings that the participants, and the group as a whole, 
did regard the books as something different and unusual from typical books. They 
gravitated to the odd positioning within these stories, and it was these oddities that 
encouraged their responses. Second, the exploration of specific visual illustration 
responses and textual word responses helped my understandings of the participant-
engagement with the books, which became very instrumental in my analysis for Question 
Two. In summary, my readers were cueing into the unique features of postmodernity and 
they did so primarily through visual information. They picked up on certain aspects of 
postmodernity and ignored others. In Chapter Five I explain why this analysis and 
findings are significant and what it may mean for researchers and teachers.  
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Research Question Two 
How do individual participants respond to postmodern  
picturebooks during literature discussions? 
 This questions honors individual response patterns while participating in the 
interpretive community (Fish, 1980) and in doing so, it values their individual strengths 
as readers. To present analysis for this question, I will provide an overview of the entire 
data analysis process and then provide more specific and detailed examples of analysis as 
it pertains to the individual readers, when necessary.  
During data collection, I was intrigued by how the readers came to understand 
what was occurring in the story. In initial data analysis, I discovered that the participants 
responded as most other unfamiliar readers do with postmodern picturebooks—confused. 
I heard statements such as, “I don’t understand this” (Transcript, January 5, 2010) and 
“This book messed me up,” (Transcript, December 14, 2009). Through constant-
comparative analysis, I became aware that our discussions facilitated comprehension, as 
the participants referred back to the pages and illustrations to clarify, argue, and/or 
defend their interpretation. Yet, I also noticed through other data analyses, that each 
participant responded and noticed different features within the books and that they 
responded in unique ways.  
To answer Question Two, I used deductive codes that relied on Sipe’s Aspects of 
Literary Understanding (2000). Referring to my analyses that coded the transcripts into 
Visual Illustration and Textual Word properties (on page 104), I recoded these slices of 
data into the spectrum of Sipe’s Literary Understandings.  
Sipe Aspects of Literary Understandings 
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Sipe (2000) separated reader responses into five main themes: Analytical, 
Intertextual, Personal, Transparent, or Performative. An Analytical response reflected any 
type of  engagement with the book as “an object for analysis and interpretation,” (Sipe, 
2000, p. 14). An example would be when Gabriel states, “It’s a fairy tale book. No, it’s a 
book that’s got a lot of stories in it,” (Transcript, December 14, 2009). With this 
statement, Gabriel attempts to classify the book and make sense out of it. He is analyzing 
the structure and plot line of the story.  Intertextual responses occur when readers make 
connections to other books or other media. An example of this type of response occurred 
during the discussions of Voices in the Park (Browne, 1998) when Gabriel queried why 
King Kong appeared in a visual image in the story. Though the story contained other 
gorillas, he assumed the one on top of the building was King Kong (Transcript, January 
5, 2010). Personal responses are when the reader makes some sort of life-to-book 
connection to comprehend the story. Enrique shared Personal responses during the 
discussion of The Three Pigs (Wiesner) when he told us a pig once bit him. Transparent 
responses are the verbalized narrative where readers “are intensely participating narrative 
world of the story,” (Sipe, 2000, p. 17). An example of this type of response occurred 
when readers began to talk back to the characters as if the characters could hear them, 
such as when Joseph said, “You shouldn’t do that,” (Transcript, December 14) as a sort 
of warning to a character. Performative responses are responses where the books become 
a sort of center stage, a type of playground, to perform from. In subsequent stories, 
Gabriel exhibited numerous Performative responses when he would make up songs to go 
with the story, or would invent rhymes using the words in the story, such as “Herb the 
dwerb, goes into a book, cause he’s a kook” (Transcript, December 14, 2009).  
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From this sifting of the data through Sipe’s Literary Understandings, I began to 
highlight the specific tendencies of how each reader analyzed the story to aid 
comprehension. They spent the greatest amount of time analyzing the stories to determine 
meaning. It must be noted that in a structure such as literature discussions, 
comprehension is aided through conversation as one listens to another discuss the book 
and as they corroborate their own individual understandings of the story by referencing 
both pictures and words. Determining how each reader made sense of each book was 
complex and was facilitated through open-coding.  
Open Coding: Individual Nuances 
To ascertain the individual response method for the readers, I coded their 
responses into open codes. These were distinct categories specific for each reader and 
included all of their verbalized utterances, regardless if such utterances were a question, 
an answer to someone else’s question, or a spoken rhetorical question.  
I referred back to Spradley’s (1980) use of domains and taxonomies and 
developed codes representative of the participant’s responses. Each individual reader had 
different codes during this part of analysis, and each code typically displayed an 
individual reader’s inherent strength as a participant in the discussion.  
 Repeated data coding for each literature discussion and for each individual reader 
provided great insights into what the readers noticed about the books, what they 
responded to, and how they responded. As a group, they responded and paid attention to 
similar features and aspects of the books—that is they mostly focused on visual 
information and spent a great deal of time “ordering the chaos” (Goldstone, 1998). But as 
individuals, each reader interacted with the books in their own personal way, and each 
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focused on different aspects of the visual and textual information they were trying to 
understand.  
Single-Case Studies 
Highlighting specific analysis for Question Two, it makes the most sense to 
separate the individual readers and hone in on their particular habits of response. I have 
selected four readers to illustrate the diversity of response patterns and also to clarify how 
such engagement is a dynamic process unique to each reader. These readers include 
Gabriel, Betty, Anya, and Joseph. These readers were selected for a few reasons. One, 
they were present at most of the literature circles, with the exception of Anya who missed 
some literature circles due to extra time needed with her resource room teacher that was 
added after the study began. Two, they were the participants that provided the richest and 
most diverse extrapolations of the data. Though I adored Enrique, even with his defiant 
attitude, his responses were often parroting remarks mimicking his brothers’ input. Susan 
was also fascinating, but she moved prior to the study’s completion, just before we read 
and discussed the most complex postmodern picturebooks. Louis was on a different 
school calendar and he, too, also missed some of the discussions with the most complex 
postmodern picturebooks. Louis’ remarks were also of a social nature, and he was most 
concerned with the books’ being funny. Had I asked a different research question, one 
that focused on social endeavors in literature circles, Louis would have, undoubtedly, 
been profiled. (I have included brief biographies of the other participants not profiled 
here in the appendix.)  
For the purposes of this study, the four participants selected, Gabriel, Betty, Anya, 
and Joseph, best represent the broad manners in which they responded to the books. First, 
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indicative of a case study, I present a lengthy participant profile. Second, I describe the 
specific manner in which the individual responded to the books including supporting 
analysis.  
Single Case Study Gabriel: “Hold it” 
A fifth grade Hispanic male student, Gabriel was the eldest male of five children. 
He had one older sister, and three younger brothers, two of which were also in this study 
(Enrique and Joseph). Highly talkative, direct, and honest, Gabriel classified himself as a 
bad student, and even as a bad person.  In the initial interview, he candidly stated, 
“Sometimes I do bad things, sometimes I’m lucky.” When I asked what type of bad 
things he did, he replied he plays “Ding Dong Ditch,” a game where you “knock on 
people’s houses and then run.” He also pointedly answered that he does not like reading 
and said, “Its just time. I don’t read that much.” When asked if he likes school, he 
answered that school is boring and that “I pretend to pay attention,” (Interview, 
September 30). 
Noticing a type of marking on his arm, I asked him if he was a part of gang. He 
replied that he use to be, but he got out of it because he moved away. He also mentioned 
that he’d like to raise bad, tough, fighting dogs. When asked what he’d like to do better, 
he replied he’d like to be better at jumping over fences. (Interview, September 30) 
Later in the interview, Gabriel expressed a strong appreciation for his mother and 
noted his admiration by saying “She gives me food and clothes to wear.” Having attended 
four schools in five years, Gabriel spoke of a strong desire to go live with his father in 
Washington, but wasn’t sure if it was going to happen because his mom “likes the sun.” 
About two weeks after my time with the readers ended, Gabriel and his brothers had left 
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the school. The school secretary, the classroom teacher, and the resource room teacher 
did not know where the family had moved. 
During our initial interview, I had asked Gabriel what he likes to read if he has to 
read, and he mentioned Jackie Chan books. A week later, when I went to pick up Gabriel 
for our first group meeting, he pulled something from his desk, shoved it into his 
sweatshirt pocket, and then discreetly handed me what he had hidden. It was his personal 
copy of a Jackie Chan book that he wanted me to read. He told me I could borrow it, but 
that I must give it back.  
Frequently when I would pick up Gabriel (and other students) from his regular 
classroom, Gabriel sat at an isolated desk by the wall, facing away from the students and 
the teacher. Very often when I would walk in, Gabriel sat twirling his pencil, or slumped 
over at his desk. Twice I witnessed him as a part of a group. On the last day of the study, 
I went to get Gabriel and another student and his teacher informed me that he was unable 
to leave with me, since she was sending him to the office.  I asked her later what the 
reason was and she told me that he was very disrespectful, began to yell, and picked up a 
chair as if to throw it.  
Early in the literature discussions Gabriel wanted to be called Moco, which is 
Spanish for snot, mucus, or booger. He told me this is what his family calls him.  In our 
group discussions, he was blatantly defiant and constantly wandering around the room, 
inspecting the space around us, the teacher’s personal belongings, vacated desks, as well 
as the video camera I had set up to record. He was also rude to others and was highly 
critical, telling people they were “slow” (Transcript, January 5), and “I don’t understand 
you when you talk” (Transcript, December 2).  
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Paradoxically, in spite of Gabriel’s negative attitude (or perhaps, because of it), he 
assumed a leadership role and was often the loudest and most persistent voice to read a 
particular book. This incessant, self-chatter would repeatedly convince others to select 
the book(s) he wanted to read. (Whether this was out of fear or respect for Gabriel by the 
other members, I am unsure.) Additionally, Gabriel was the most frequent conversant 
within the literature discussions. He asked the most questions, provided continual insight, 
and made comments that reflected the complex nature of postmodern picturebooks.  
He was also funny and would make comments that would make me laugh out 
loud. I asked the following question: If you had to explain to someone how to read this 
book (Black and White), how would you tell them to read this book?” Gabriel coolly 
answered, “Good luck.”  
He was also the first to demonstrate and respond to how I desired the literature 
discussions to mature. He would ask me, “Can I be the teacher and ask a question?” 
(Transcript, December 2, January 5, January 12). After I would respond positively to him, 
he would ask a question to the group with a softer, less aggressive tone in his voice. 
Gabriel was also the loudest critic of the group, constantly verbalizing that the books we 
were reading were “fake” books.  
Though rude, inconsiderate, and a repeated behavior problem, Gabriel’s 
individual comments that attended to a particular book, as well as his growing courtesy 
towards others within our group grew and developed as the study progressed. At the end 
of the study, he was still temperamental and uncouth, still disliked the idea of reading 
“fake” books, and had to sit in the principal’s office for bad behavior on the final day of 
the study. Yet, in his comments about the stories, and in his group involvement, when his 
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words were not debasing or charged with vehemence, his words themselves bear marked 
recognition for “ordering the chaos” (Goldstone, 1998) within postmodern picturebooks. 
Further, his delight with postmodern picturebooks was evident on the last day with my 
readers when I had asked each one individually during the exit interviews, “If you could 
own any of these books, which would you want to own?” He replied, “The Three Little 
Piggies” [sic] (Interview, January 19, 2009) This book’s accurate title is The Three Pigs. 
My final question for Gabriel was “Was our group easy or hard?” He answered 
“Easy.” I asked “Why?” He replied, “Because we just read,” (Interview, January 19, 
2010). I believe this comment, “Because we just read,” refers to the structure of the 
literature discussion and how it differed from traditional schooling practices. As a group, 
they had no homework, and they were not given tests, nor did they have to complete 
projects. We “just read” (and discussed), and Gabriel viewed that as “easy”.  
Gabriel as Performer and Understanding Author Craft 
Gabriel was a very energetic participant. He was very quick witted and funny and 
he was able to deduct nuances in writing style. His attention to the author craft was 
compelling, and I do not think he had the verbal maturity to fully express his deliberate 
considerations. He would often speak impromptly, and such statements examined the 
creation of the story and questioned author craft.  
Using data bits from the literature discussion of Who’s Afraid of the Big Bad Book 
(Child, 2003) and the conversational turn as a unit of analysis, Table 8 encapsulates the 
categorization using Sipe’s Literary Understandings. Referring back to my earlier 
analysis of Visual Illustration and Textual Word responses, I took the data bits that had 
been coded in the Visual Illustration column and separated them into Sipe’s Literary 
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Understandings. I did the same with the data bits that were coded as Textual Word. I 
separated data in this way because it suggested how the readers were responding to 
distinctive characteristics of the book.  Table 8 shows some of Gabriel’s visual responses 
and how these visual responses address certain aspects of Sipe’s Literary Understandings. 
In these columns, I share the analytical and performative statements Gabriel made and 
how each statement is representative as being such a statement. Let it be noted that the 
categories Intertextual, Performative, and Transparent are not represented in this 
rendering of data because Gabriel did not make any of these types of responses towards 
the Visual Illustrations. Column one shows Gabriel’s Analytic statements. Column two 
shows Gabriel’s Personal statements. Column 3 explains why these statements are coded 
as Analytic or Personal.  
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Table 8 
Gabriel’s Visual Responses Re-Coded Using Sipe’s Literary Understandings.  
 
Analytical statements 
 
Personal statements How representative 
 I like the scarlet writing “Like” is a personal response 
This is stickers. You can tell they’re 
stickers 
 Analysis of media  
   
He is reading the story and he is the 
story. 
 Analysis of plot, and 
structure of the story 
   
It’s a fairy tale.  No, it’s a book that’s got a 
lot of stories in it.  
 Analysis of structure 
   
Because the girl colored it when she was 
little.  
 Answering question about 
use of media 
   
She’s screaming and she’s messing with 
the book 
 Analyzing character 
influence 
   
How can a person fall into a book when 
you sleep? 
 Questioning reality of plot 
   
…goes into a book.   Analyzing plot; Analyzing 
structure  
   
That’s an imagination That’s an imagination Analyzes cover; Cites it as 
imaginative  
 
Table 8 shows Gabriel’s marked tendency to respond to the books Analytical-ly. 
I categorized Gabriel’s textual responses in a similar format. This is featured in Table 9.  
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Table 9 
Gabriel’s Textual Responses Re-Coded Using Sipe’s Literary Understandings 
 
Analytical Statements Personal Statements Performative 
Statements. 
How Representative 
How can a person fall 
into a book when you 
sleep? 
  Questioning reality of plot 
 Stickily stuck. I like 
stickily stuck. 
Stickily stuck. I like stickily 
stuck. 
“Like”-Personal, prefers that 
phrase; 
Kept repeating the phrase 
  
There is an interesting degree of difference between Table 8 and Table 9. In Table 
8, which pertains to the Illustrations, Gabriel responded Analytical-ly and Personal-ly. 
However, in response to the text (Table 9), Gabriel responded Analytical-ly, Personal-ly, 
and Performative-ly. In neither instance did he respond Intertextual-ly. In my coding 
scheme for all the discussions, this absence of Intertextual responses was apparent for 
Gabriel (as well as for all the readers). Also, throughout data coding, Gabriel consistently 
responded Performative-ly to the text specifically.  
From data analysis, I gathered that most of Gabriel’s visual responses were 
primarily Analytical in nature, that he made few textual responses, and that his textual 
responses evoked analysis, personal opinions, as well as a type of performance, such as 
when he repeated the phrase “Stickily stuck,” and which he began to chant as a type of 
song. His responses with the Visual and Textual elements of the book were vastly 
different. Throughout subsequent data analyses, he tended to intensely analyze the 
illustrations, but would engage in a great deal of play and silliness with the words.  
I understood that Gabriel responded to the postmodern features Analytical-ly, but 
I wanted to know specifically what he was analyzing.  
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I reiterated and pulled out my explanations of data. I looked at data and compared 
my findings in previous analyses to determine what Gabriel was analyzing. For example, 
in Table 6 (p. 109) the conversational turn is “He is reading the story, and he is the 
story.” I did not necessarily need that information again; rather I needed to know what 
that conversational turn represented about the postmodern feature (in this case the 
postmodern feature was the Illusion of Fiction Suspended).  
From Table 6, I pulled my comment of how Gabriel’s statement “He is reading 
the story, and he is the story,” represented the postmodern feature. My comment was 
“Acknowledges Child’s construction of the story”. This phrase “Acknowledges Child’s 
construction of the story” was placed in this cross comparison of data. I used my 
comments of how the conversational turns represented the postmodern features from the 
Anstey (2002), Goldstone (1998), and Sipe (2000) analysis and created Table 10. I then 
went through and sought connections between my comments. In this example, I have 
bolded the terms that helped me explain how Gabriel responded to the stories. Column 
one, two, and three shows my comments from the Goldstone (1998), Anstey (2002), and 
Sipe (2000) renderings of data. Column four lists the one-word phrase I used as open 
codes.  
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Table 10 
Open Code Categories for Gabriel’s Reader Responses 
Goldstone (Table 6) Anstey (Table 7) Sipe (Table 8) Open Coding 
Acknowledges author’s 
construction of the story 
Acknowledges author’s 
use of plot  
“Like” is a personal 
response 
Construction 
Author 
    
Acknowledges the book 
as a structured object 
Acknowledges author’s 
construction of the story 
Analysis of media  
Structured Object 
Construction 
Media 
    
Acknowledges author’s 
use of different media. 
Acknowledges 
construction of book 
Analysis of plot, and 
structure of the story 
Author 
Construction 
Structure 
    
  Analysis of structure Structure 
    
Repeated numerous 
times, played with the 
words 
Attempting to understand 
Herb’s character in the 
story 
Answering question about 
use of media 
Performance 
Structure 
Media 
    
Acknowledges the ways 
the story can be 
interpreted 
Attempting to understand 
the construction of the 
story 
Analyzing character 
influence 
Structure 
Construction 
Character 
 
    
Acknowledges the 
creativity of the author. 
Acknowledges the 
construction of the book 
Analysis of structure of 
plot 
Author 
Construction 
Structure 
 
In Table 10, Gabriel referenced the author, the author’s construction of the story, 
the structure of story, as well as the different media techniques that were used. He also 
gave some Performance type responses. Through Gabriel’s responses, he mostly attended 
to the book’s construction and structure, and in doing so, he recognized the author’s part 
in creating the story. Gabriel needed to know how the books worked and functioned. 
When he was able to pinpoint how the story was constructed and structured, he was able 
to arrive at meaning. Herein, construction refers to the author’s manipulation of book 
features, and structure refers to the story’s narration through illustrations and text. For 
example, Child (2002) constructed the story Who’s Afraid of the Big Bad Book through 
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the use of differing fonts, misplaced pages, pages with holes in them, upside-down text, 
and four-page spreads. She intentionally placed a curious image on the cover (the one of 
Herb reading the book the reader holds) and constructed the story to look like the book 
has been written on and damaged (through the placement of what appears to be stickers 
on various pages). However, the structure of the story is prominently linear. Though the 
book’s components are in disarray, the story is narrated from beginning to end, and it is 
through the character’s statements that we understand why the book appears so 
disheveled. It is also through the characters and their statements that we understand the 
multiple storylines, again presented in a linear fashion. In many of Gabriel’s responses he 
cues into the story as something that has been constructed and is structured in a particular 
way.  
Let me acknowledge the specific ways Gabriel responded to the stories. In 
Question One, I shared our literature discussion of Who’s Afraid of the Big Bad Book 
(Child, 2003), here, I will pull specific pieces of that conversation and pay attention to 
Gabriel specifically. In this discussion, I asked the readers to tell me what they noticed 
about the book.  
Betty: He is reading a book and the picture of the book is behind him. 
Researcher: That the pictures on the book are also behind him? 
Gabriel: That’s an imagination.  
(Transcript, December 14, 2009) 
 
Immediately, Gabriel acknowledged the author’s genius. Having called the book “easy” 
and “fake” beforehand, Gabriel had little interest in reading this particular book. His 
brother Enrique acknowledged that the book is “tricky” and a discussion followed. 
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 Enrique: This book is tricky. 
 
Researcher: Why?  
 
Gabriel: Because it goes into a book. 
(Transcript, December 14, 2009) 
 
I asked the participants, “So what’s happening? What’s happening in this story?” 
(Transcript, December 14, 2009). Gabriel replied, “He is reading the story, and he is the 
story,” (Transcript, December 14, 2009) Later, to explain the story, Gabriel said, “It’s a 
fairy tale book. No, it’s a book that’s got a lot of stories in it,” (Transcript, December 14, 
2009) 
 In his statement, “He is reading the story, and he is the story,” Gabriel 
demonstrated his understanding of the metafictive elements within this book which is that 
Herb is both a reader of, and a character in this particular book (see Table 6 and Table 7). 
Gabriel then attempted to clarify the structure of the book. Both of these occurrences are 
active reading processes since Gabriel tried to make meaning and used both the visual 
and textual aspects of the story to support his understanding. The support he received, 
however he found confusing, and he later asked, “How can a person fall asleep into a 
book when you sleep?” He also said, “This one [page] is odd. Because it’s backwards, 
and I got messed up.” (Transcript, December 14, 2009) Consequently, his active reading 
engagement that attended to metafictive elements made him aware of his own confusions 
of the reading material.  
The world an author crafts, however, is still subject to specific rules. In our 
discussion concerning Voices in the Park (Browne, 1998), the readers acquiesced only so 
much freedom to the author. The story consists of two gorillas and two monkeys and is a 
surrealistic venture into a park, told from four different perspectives. As we classified 
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who the voices were and which character the voices represented the following discussion 
occurred: 
Researcher: Okay, so we know who the four voices are. We got a mom, we got a 
dad, we got a boy and we got a girl.  
 
Gabriel: And a dog, a dog. 
 
Researcher: The dog is talking? 
 
Joseph: Dogs don’t talk.  
 
Enrique: No, no, no. 
 
Gabriel: Oh, that’s true. 
(Transcript, January 5, 2010) 
 
In the fictional world Browne has created, gorillas and monkeys can visit the park, but 
dogs cannot talk. Looking at the illustrations contained in Voices in the Park, Gabriel 
said, “He’s copying the author of King Kong. And The Mona Lisa,” (Transcript, January 
5, 2010). He asked, “Where does the hat come from?” (Transcript, January 5, 2010) when 
he noticed the numerous images of hats in the story. Gabriel paid particular attention to 
author craft and questioned it. “You know what I want to know? Why is King Kong on 
this picture? Why is King Kong there on the roof?” (Transcript, January 5, 2010). At the 
end of the discussion, Gabriel provided evidence of his comprehension of the story, 
formed in part because of his active reader engagement during the discussion. I asked: 
 Researcher: Why is it called Voices in the Park? 
 Betty: There are four voices 
 Gabriel: Because they have first voice, and fourth voice, and the setting is in the 
 park. Like when it tells a new story, it says voice. That’s what it says, voice.  
 (Transcript, January 5, 2010) 
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Our reading and discussion of Black and White (Macauley, 1990) was a venue for 
much confusion and clarification. Black and White is a story that has four distinct corners 
whereby each corner narrates a different story. All the corners work together, but the 
story, as a whole, is not linear. During this reading, the participants wanted me to read the 
book out loud and read page-by-page, which meant I read all the corners on each page 
before turning the page. As I read, many participants kept saying, “I don’t get it,” or “I’m 
getting confused, (Transcript, December 8, December 14, January 5, and January 12, 
2010).  
 Gabriel: I don’t get this page. 
 
Enrique: I do.  
 
Researcher: What’s going on?  
 
Enrique: It’s about a train that gets taken. 
 
Anya: Oh, I do. Look, look. 
 
Enrique: The train gets taken all over the place. 
 
Anya: I get it. Look! Look! This one is like this, in the story, and then look they 
playing with the story. 
 
Gabriel: I thought I had this. 
(Transcript, January 12, 2010). 
 
Gabriel was completely disheartened that he cannot make sense of this story and Anya 
(the one he often teases) can. Most of the participants were confused, so we re-read, 
reading one corner/storyline at a time. As we read, Anya said, “I get it! Look! In the 
back, the story.” Gabriel grasps it and says, “Oh! This story is about this one and this 
story is about that one.” Gabriel needed a clue into the structure of the story. Once a 
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small connection was made between illustrations, he understood. As a type of summary 
he said,  
They are always moving and then the train station waiting for the train, and then 
that guy, his cows go to the train station because his cows are right there, and they 
are waiting for the thing and they all got away (Transcript, January 12, 2010).  
Asking the participants to find connections between the stories, Gabriel shared the page 
featuring hats and says, “Because the lady comes out, and they all got hats and they got 
hats,” (Transcript, January 12, 2010). His understanding of Black and White was 
influenced greatly by visual information rather than recognition of metafictive elements. 
His discomfort with this story was evident by his limited participation and his rather quiet 
demeanor during the discussion. This book provided few clues into its structure and 
creation and Gabriel had a difficult time engaging with it. Given a small allowance 
“getting it” with visual clues across the illustrations, he was not as interested in this story 
as he was with the others where the metafictive designs were more prominent and 
accessible.  
 At the beginning of this section on Gabriel, I added the words “Hold it.” This 
statement by Gabriel occurred in our discussion of Black and White (Macaulay, 1990) 
when Betty asked, “Why it’s called Black and White when it’s got black and gray?” 
Gabriel responded, “Hold it.” His demeanor was one of “Wait a minute. What’s going on 
here?” though he only said, “Hold it.” He seemed to want to know why the author 
constructed certain features and when such features did not align, he wanted to stop, to 
“hold it”, and deconstruct the story.  
 137 
Gabriel appreciated the parody of the author’s inventions and responded primarily 
with books that were a form of parody or pun. His ability to navigate books as 
constructed objects influenced his understanding. Once he figured out how a book was 
structured, his comprehension was expressed. “Oh. I get it.” With these books, he 
recognized there was some trick, some nuance, or some code to crack, and once he 
cracked the code he “got it.” Cracking this code required him to address the metafictive 
elements of the story whereby he predominantly paid attention to author craft and the 
author’s construction of the story. He also expressed his comprehension through 
Performative responses. He created songs, echoed back the text, and would get caught up 
in the sounds of language within the book. However, even in this manner he still 
addressed the author’s creation of the story, and after singing, or repeating words, he 
would say statements such as “I like that. I like stickily stuck.” (Transcript, December 14, 
2009). He would often repeat whatever word(s) was said as a kind of respectful nod to 
the author.  
Many of his responses were Analytical in nature, and sought to make sense of the 
story. Other statements were Performative and Transparent. The Performative and 
Transparent responses queried the textual elements of the stories. He preferred the sound 
of language, it’s cadences and rhythms and he would hear something he liked and repeat 
it over and over again, often turning the words into a song. He detested when someone 
readaloud, decoding words at a slow pace. As I read, he would often echo back words he 
liked. He said, “Stickily stuck. Stickily stuck,” (Transcript, December 14, 2010) 
throughout the discussion of Who’s Afraid of the Big Bad Book (Child, 2002) 
approximately nine times. As he repeated words, echoed back, and disappeared into the 
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Transparent world of the story, he was a reader that was conscious of the author 
rendering and creating the story. His Analytical statements often recognized the 
metafictive features of these books. Metafiction presupposes authorial intent. It is type of 
fiction that parodies and addresses the devices of fiction, and is used extensively in 
postmodern picturebooks. Gabriel was keenly aware of the parody.  
During data collection, two statements that Gabriel uttered piqued my interest. 
These statements were “He is reading the story and he is the story,” (Transcript, 
December 14, 2009), and “It’s a fairy tale book. No, it’s a book that’s got a lot of stories 
in it,” (Transcript, December 14, 2009). I recognized these statements as astute 
comments, more profoundly so because Gabriel was a participant in the study because he 
was a student with a learning disability in reading. Gabriel demonstrated complexity and 
sophistication in his literary interpretations and was able to support his interpretations 
through dialogue of the stories.  
Single Case Study Betty: “I Like the Colors” 
 An extremely quiet person, Betty often did not contribute to the discussions 
unless I, or someone else, asked her a direct question. The tallest member of the group, 
Betty was a 5th grade, Hispanic female who mentioned she enjoyed drawing and that she 
wished she read better (Interview, September 30, 2009). In our literature discussions, 
Betty was often the one who paid the attention to color of the pictures and she interpreted 
many of the stories from the use of color. For example, in reading Voices in the Park 
(Browne, 1998), she assumed what the emotional states of the characters are from the 
colors used in the story. “Because right there has flowers and stuff, and they are different, 
and this one right here they are yellow. These one[s] are yellow and this one are green. 
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This one is happy, and this one is sad.” Later, in referencing the blooming of a tree to 
infer emotionality, Betty says, “This one, right here, has a lot of flowers because the boy 
was happy right up there and right here. The girl left and the boy is sad and then the 
leaves they fall down” (Transcript, January 5, 2009).  
 Betty spoke infrequently in the discussions, and at the start of the group meetings 
she was teased because of her thick Spanish accent. Having moved to the United States 
only two years prior, Betty often indicated that she wished she still lived in Mexico. In 
our discussions, Betty would stumble on the word “colors” and would say it three or four 
times before she was pleased with the sound of it. Rather than it continuing to be 
something to tease, however, the readers eventually began to practice with her on that 
particular word. And, is often the case in language acquisition, eventually, we all started 
saying “collars” by accident after hearing it so much.  
 The relationship that grew between Gabriel and Betty was intriguing over the 
course of the study. Teased at the onset by Gabriel, by the time of our final interview, 
Betty cried that Gabriel had gotten in trouble that day and was, at the precise time of the 
interview, sitting in the principal’s office. Betty and Gabriel were in the same classroom, 
and over time, became friends. She told me it was because of our time together that this 
friendship started.  
 In the stories that required a great deal of visual interpretation, such as Black and 
White (Macaulay, 1990) and Voices in the Park (Browne, 1998), Betty contributed the 
most to the discussions. The importance of the colors to Betty is evident in her final 
interview in which she summarizes for me the stories we’ve read.  
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In this one, in some of the pages, they have color walls, and the other one they 
have white. In that was the color, and the other one colors, and all the letters have 
colors. And that one they have one color, they have black, two colors, black and 
white. In that one, they had sad and happy. In this one they have two colors, black 
and white. Same with that one, and this one they have different colors from the 
other one. (Transcript, January 12) 
Recognizing Color 
In her interview, Betty told me that she enjoyed drawing and would often doodle 
during the discussions. She was very precise and methodical in her drawings and doodles. 
To that end, most of the responses elicited by Betty focused on visual aspects of the story 
as she attempted to classify and make sense of certain elements. As an artist she paid 
attention to many varied visual components often disregarded by others. She made note 
of color, scope, shading, and perspective. In particular, her recognition of color aided the 
sequencing of plot to connect multiple storylines when multiple storylines were present, 
such as in Voices in the Park and Black and White. The acknowledgement of color was 
first expressed in one of our first book discussions when Betty said the word “color” 
wrong and pronounced it as “collars”.  
Researcher: Do you like it, do you not like it? 
 
Betty: I like it. 
 
Researcher: Why do you like it? 
 
Betty: Because it has pictures, like collars, the words, all the pictures behind the 
 book.  
 
Gabriel: What you say?  Collars?  
 
Betty: Collars—coll—colors.  
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 (Transcript, October 28, 2009) 
 Through open coding analysis, I established codes that helped me understand 
Betty’s reliance on visual imagery. I discovered that just about every time Betty spoke, 
she responded Analytical-ly (from the Sipe coding template). Further her responses 
mostly referenced color. Table 11 was constructed using my Sipe analysis where I had 
already categorized Betty’s responses into Analytical, Performative, Intertextual, 
Personal, and Tranparent codes. I used the data from the Analytical column because that 
is how Betty frequently responded to the books. Throughout the entire study, Betty had 
only four Personal responses, and which usually began with the phrase “I like…” Also, 
throughout the entire study, Betty made zero Performative, Intertextual, and Transparent 
responses.  
I created open codes to ascertain what aspect of visual imagery Betty discussed. 
These open code categories were influenced by the work of Lewis (2001) and Tunnell 
and Jacobs (2008) whose work investigated the visual imagery in picturebooks. In the 
first column, I list the book titles. In the second column, I list statements where Betty 
referenced color. The third column lists statements that refer to the shading of the 
illustrations. Column four lists statements where Betty referred to size and location of a 
story. Column five lists statements that did not belong in any of the other columns.  
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Table 11 
 
Betty’s Analytical Responses  
 
Book Color Shade Size and location Other 
     
Black and 
White 
The colors The dark 
ones, 
the light. 
Why is that like that, the 
story, only this part, and then 
it looks like that. All those 
papers? 
 
 
This one is black and this 
one is dark, and this one 
doesn’t have any color, 
and this one has one 
color. 
 
-See. It’s a story, and 
another one, and another 
one.  
 
 
 
Why it’s called black and 
white, when it’s got black 
and gray? 
   
 
The same colors through 
all. 
   
Voices in the 
Park 
Because right there has 
flowers and stuff, and they 
are different, and this one 
right here they are yellow. 
These one are yellow and 
this one are green. 
 
Because right there has 
flowers and stuff, and they 
are different, and this one 
right here they are yellow. 
These one are yellow and 
this one are green. 
The boy 
and mom 
live 
together. 
The girl and 
dad live 
together 
 
And right here is broke, 
and right here’s it’s 
colored (referring to heart 
on wall). 
 
This one because they are 
looking for a train and he’s 
looking a somebody and this 
on they are throwing the 
paper to the floor, and in this 
one they are falling. 
 
 He’s bored. It’s all gray  
This one they are sad, and 
this one they are happy. 
 
   
This one, right here, has a lot 
of flowers because the boy 
was happy right up there and 
right here, the girl left and 
the boy is sad and then the 
leaves they fall down. 
 
 
 Table 11 is an example that shows when Betty spoke Analytical-ly about the 
illustrations she typically analyzed them through color and the size and location of the 
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images. She continually noted the use of color and her statements prompted further 
discussion and scrutiny of how color was used. While discussing Black and White 
(Macaulay, 1990), I asked the readers how they would read Black and White. Betty 
referenced Figure 4 in the conversation.   
 
 
 
Figure 4. The different shades of color in Black and White that Betty pointed out in the 
discussion. By D. Macauley, 1990, Black and White. Copyright 1990 by Houghton 
Mifflin Company.  
 
Researcher: If you had to explain to someone how to read this book, how would 
you tell them to read this book? 
 
Gabriel: Good luck. 
 
Joseph: Page by page. 
 
Researcher: So that they would read all four stories at the same time? 
 
Anya: Yes.  
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Joseph: Instead of saying, this one, and then this one. 
 
Researcher: How would you read it? 
 
Anya: One story after another. All at the same time. 
 
Researcher: How can you tell that they are different stories? 
Betty: By the pictures. 
 
Anya: Because, look, they are different. This is different. He needs a  
 
Gabriel: I can tell why they are different.  
 
Betty: This one is black and this one is dark, and this one doesn’t have any color, 
and this one has one color. 
 (Transcript, January 12, 2010) 
 
 
The colors used in the illustration aided Betty’s understanding for this book that 
contained different stories. This, then lead to another question as the readers noted the 
gradients and shades of colors concerning the four differing (and connecting) corners of 
each page.  
Betty: Why it’s called black and white, when it’s got black and gray? 
 
Gabriel: Hold it. 
 
Betty: The same colors. 
 
Researcher: They are the same colors? 
 
Betty: Yea, the same colors through all.  
 
Anya: Right there (referring to the squirrel) 
 
Betty: They are all black and white. 
 
Gabriel: Why do they all turn white right here on this page? 
  
Joseph: Oh! The paper ripped! 
 
Researcher: So what happened? 
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Joseph: It gets all white… right here, the page ripped, and all of them are falling 
 right here.  
(Transcript, January 12, 2010) 
 
 In this example, Betty propelled the conversation by first noticing the differing 
colors of the four corners. Gabriel entered the conversation and asked a question which 
was answered by Joseph. Together the readers verbalized and analyzed the page about the 
color being used, which was a question prompted by Betty. This attention to color aided 
the sequencing of the story and enabled the readers to comprehend what was occurring in 
the book. Further, this simple scrutiny of color explored the pastiche of illustrative styles, 
and the unusual design and layout. The attention given to the color white helped clarify 
the story structure and the narrative being illustrated mainly because “pictures do not 
have a beginning or an end, they are viewed holistically” (Goldstone, 1998, p. 51).  
 In a discussion about Voices in the Park, the analysis of color again assisted by 
Betty, helped readers pay attention to and understand character mood and tone.  
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Figure 5. Pages from Voices in the Park (1998). Betty noted the differences in color use 
on the similar pages. By A. Browne (1990), Voices in the Park. Copyright by DK 
Publishing Inc. Reprinted with Permission.  
 
Researcher: Who’s story is this on the way home? 
 
Betty: The dad. 
 
Researcher: Why do you think they are dead right here but they are coming to life 
 right here? (referring to the trees) 
 
Betty: Because right there has flowers and stuff, and they are different, and this 
 one right here they are yellow. These one are yellow and this one are green. 
 
Enrique: They are lining up. 
 
Betty: And right here is broke and right here’s it’s colored (referring to heart on 
 wall). 
 
Researcher: What’s the difference between this part of the story and this part of 
the story?  
 
Betty: This one they are sad, and this one they are happy. 
 
Researcher: This one they are sad and this one they are happy.  
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Betty: (referring to a different page) This one, right here, has a lot of flowers 
 because the boy was happy right up there and right here, the girl left and the boy 
 is sad and then the leaves they fall down.  
 
Gabriel: So it’s a happy and sad story. 
(Emphasis added, January 5, 2010) 
  
 Using the visual cues contained in an illustration, Betty expressed how color was 
used to convey emotion. She said “This one they are sad…” and pointed to the Page 9. 
She turned the pages and pointed to Page 13 and finished her statement, “…and this one 
they are happy,” (Transcript, January 5, 2010).  She turned the page again and extended 
her knowledge and included illustrator intent to scrutinize the fullness and lushness of the 
trees to depict certain character sentiments. Turning to another page, she compared how 
one page showed a tree with a “lot of flowers because the boy was happy” (Transcript, 
January 5, 2010) to the corresponding page, where “the girl left and the boy is sad and 
then the leaves they fall down” (Transcript, January 5, 2010).   
Engaging in visual acuity (Anstey, 2002) and analytical reasoning (Sipe, 2000), 
Betty correctly interpreted the plot. Subsequently, the visual observation of color and 
analytical thinking encouraged conversation, aided comprehension, transferred to other 
visual components, and allowed the scrutiny of the metafictive elements. 
 This awareness of color completely impacted the remaining discussion with 
Voices in the Park (Browne, 1998). Betty described the colors for “Smudge,” a character 
in the story, as “happy” and “girly” (Transcript, January 5, 2010) colors. The readers then 
began to notice the grayness of a different character, Charlie. Additionally, attention was 
also paid to fire in an illustration and their understandings of color and its effect on mood 
were transferred to this image. 
 Joseph: It’s on fire. 
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 Gabriel: I don’t get it, why does it get on fire? 
 Anya: Because she’s mad!  
(Transcript, January 5, 2010) 
 
Later when I asked the readers to explain what they noticed about color, Gabriel 
answered, “If you, cause you, when you’re mad, you’re on fire, but when you’re sad, 
you’re all gray” (Transcript, January 12, 2010). Prompted by Betty, the symbolic use of 
color aided understanding in story structure with books involving multiple storylines. 
Reflecting active reader engagement, Betty used visual acuity and analysis to facilitate 
comprehension. Her perceptions of color influenced the discussions and aided the others’ 
understandings.  
 In Betty’s interviews and during our time together, she often made statements 
suggesting her inability to read. She was teased for her heavy accent, and she was not 
very outspoken. Keenly interested in art, she gravitated to imagery, and would spend a 
great deal of time studying the pictures within the books we read. She said, “I like the 
colors.” I used this statement to describe Betty at the beginning of this section, and I think 
it describes her response patterns well. She did like the colors and she used colors to 
comprehend the stories.  
Her inquisitive nature concerning the pictures was brought out in our discussions. 
She would ask about colors and she would clarify the use of colors. She made 
connections between happy colors and sad colors and what they represented in the story. 
Through this her responses explored theme, tone, and mood within a story, all depictions 
of reading comprehension. Her decoding ability was limited, her fluency was poor, and 
she never volunteered to read out loud. Yet, her understanding of the story was complex. 
Perhaps facilitated by the pictures, or the literature discussions, or the structure of the 
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books themselves, Betty reached a level of comprehension by having the space to 
deconstruct story in a most natural way for her, which was responding to the imagery and 
connecting it with the text.  
Single Case Study Anya: “See. Look” 
During a visit to the school after data collection had ended, I was sitting in the 
teacher’s workroom talking with a teacher. This teacher had been the school’s previous 
resource room teacher, and was currently teaching in a first grade classroom. I asked this 
teacher why she left special education and she replied, “I love special education, but I 
like how you can see immediate progress in regular education. I had this student for two 
years, and at the end of the that time she still couldn’t recognize her numbers and had no 
sight words and it was at the end of third grade!”  
I quietly asked, “Was that Anya?” 
She answered, “How did you guess?” (Fieldnotes, February 10) 
A fourth grade Hispanic girl, Anya was a small, frail, happy child who always 
greeted me with a smile and had her ponytail bobbing behind her. She was always 
talkative, asked personal questions, and stammered in broken English when she talked. 
She was one of only two students who had not moved away from the school after the 
study was over.  
In her initial interview, she glibly stated, “I like to read chapter books, but I don’t 
know how to read, but my teacher reads the chapter books… I just know like how to read 
easy books… like baby books” (Interview, October 13). She then mentioned she likes to 
look at the pictures, and read, and said, “I told my sisters, I will make a library and you 
will come and we’ll play, like the library”  (Interview, October 13). Anya’s attendance in 
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the group literature discussions was inconsistent because she was continually with the 
resource room teacher who gave her extra time in order to meet her IEP goals before the 
IEP annual review. Anya had special education intervention throughout the school day; 
she went to the resource room twice before lunch, and once again in the afternoon, as 
well as the resource room teacher coming to her regular education class before school 
ended.  
Mocked by Gabriel for being “slow,” the teasing did not inhibit her desire to 
contribute to the literature discussions. When she was present (since she was frequently 
with the resource room teacher), Anya made frequent comments about the book and 
easily asked for help and remediation saying “I don’t understand!” (Transcript, January 
5) or “I’m getting confused now, and I don’t know,” (Transcript, January 12). Portraying 
a bit of learned helplessness, she never attempted to decode words, and would never 
repeat actual text within the conversation, and would ask me to read certain pages 
(Transcript, January 5, 12, 13). Her responses solely relied on the pictures, and what she 
could infer from them. During our reading of Black and White, the following 
conversation took place: 
Gabriel: The robber is hiding in the cows.  
Betty: The cows look happy, the colors are happy.  
(Joseph and Enrique begin humming, chattering) 
Enrique: Gabriel. Gabriel. Gabriel. Gabriel. Where’s the robber?   
Researcher: Does that mean that the story is all connected, or does it not connect? 
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Anya: They connect. He’s running to get the train, and they are coming here, and 
you see, and then they are making, and you see, this is the last train, and they are 
waiting for the train. You see? And there is cow hiding behind there.  
Joseph: Why are they singing Mrs. O’Brien?  
Researcher: There is a cow down on that page?  
Anya: No, you see. He’s going. He’s behind a train. Wait, he’s going through. 
Wait. Look. Here. And look, the cow is coming and right here, and I found him, 
he’s right here. You see. Right there.  
Gabriel: I don’t feel good. 
Anya: And you see, he’s right there. 
Throughout the above dialogue, Anya paid close attention to the illustrations of the book. 
She flipped pages and connected the differing panels on the pages in an attempt to show 
where the robber was hiding, but paid no attention to the textual aspects of the pages. She 
continually asks, “You see?” and says, “Look.” The importance of the visual is apparent 
in what she pays attention to and how she directs other readers to “look,” and “see”.  
This avoidance of text was consistent with Anya and she often said “I don’t know 
how to read” (Interview, September 28, 2009; Transcript December 8, 2009). At the end 
of the study, I displayed all the books we had read during the study, and she was able to 
provide a simple summary for each book she was present for in the literature circle. 
When asked which book she would check out of the library, she selected Flotsam 
(Wiesner, 2007), the only wordless picture book in the entire group. I also asked her what 
her favorite part of the circle time was, and she responded, “When you read out loud.” I 
told her to select a picture book that was the hardest, and she chose Black and White. I 
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then immediately asked her which book was her favorite, and she answered Black and 
White, and said, “Because they took place in four places,” referring to the format and 
design of the story. This story has four different corners and can be read corner to corner, 
or as one story. Each corner represents a different story setting and Anya calls these 
corners representing different settings as “places”. 
Visual Sequencer 
 Anya’s presence in our literature circles was more sporadic than the other 
participants. She was very verbal in her inability to read and she told me time and time 
again, “I can’t read,” and “I can only read books with pictures.” Reading was not her only 
difficulty in school. There were observable delays in number recognition that impacted 
her ability to compute math. However in this study, she excelled at finding connections 
across the visual images within the stories. At the end of the study, I asked her to tell me 
what she remembered about the books. Her memory relayed the following information: 
The monkey in this too, they met in a park [Voices in the Park]. And this one she 
was reading a book and she went in the book [Who’s Afraid of the Big Bad Book]. 
And this one, when he’s doing a lot of stuff wrong, and this book is like, this book 
is four parts, of where it takes place [Black and White], and this one, I don’t know 
that one, and the three little pigs is the bad wolf was trying to blow their house 
and they jumped out of the page [The Three Pigs]. Because it look like they are 
white and they color in the next step, and this one is supposed to be black or white 
and they colored it with, and they colored it with scribble scrabble, and this one 
looks funny. And they coloring and he’s a little kid and he’s scribble scrabbling 
[Bad Day at Riverbend]. (Interview, January 19, 2010)  
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Every bit of information that she recalled involved the visual aspects of the story. To that 
end, in discussions about the books, her statements and questions always focused on the 
visual. While reading and discussing Voices in the Park, Anya was one of the first 
readers to discover the numerous subtle images within the illustrations. She began a sort 
of scavenger hunt, and did not engage in the conversation, but popped in and out of the 
dialogue, pointing out what she’s discovered.  
This right here, this looks like a hat…. And right there, another hat! Oh, this is a 
gorilla!... The skate park!... These are sad colors… Oh! That’s a watermelon!... A 
broken airplane… Pink, yellow, green…. This is a gorilla, but then it’s a fish in 
the bottom…  (Transcript, January 5, 2010).   
Her engagement with this story drew primarily on the visual, and she was able to 
provide a synopsis of the overall story. “The mom talks first, the dad, the little boy, and 
the little girl” (Transcript, January 5, 2010). She has listened to the other conversations 
concerning color as she noticed the “sad colors”, but her interest does not rest in the 
colors. Instead she found fascination with the images not necessarily vital to this 
particular story (Voices in the Park). However, this attention to minuscule details 
becomes very important in the final literature discussion involving Black and White.  
I read Black and White (Macaulay, 1990) out loud as the participants instructed 
me, which was page by page. Black and White is a story separated into four corners with 
each corner representing a different aspect of the story. Reading this book page-by-page 
results in the reader reading four stories simultaneously. (I prefer to read the story corner-
to corresponding corner) As I was read, Anya stopped me and asked, “Can you read it 
one at a time?” (Transcript, January 12, 2010).  
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Researcher: We’re reading it a page at a time, like you asked me to. 
Anya: No, like this one then like this (Here, Anya points to one corner, turns the 
page and points to the corresponding corner. These corresponding corners tell a 
single story with one setting) 
 
Researcher: You want me to change the way I’m reading? 
Gabriel, Betty, Joseph, and Enrique: NO!!!  
Anya: I can’t understand it, which picture are you talking about?  
Researcher: Okay, I’ll point then. Okay? 
Anya: Okay. 
(Transcript, January 12, 2010)  
 
The necessity of knowing which picture I was reading was very important to Anya. 
 
Figure 6. Anya referenced the lower left corner and then the upper right corner in the 
book discussion of Black and White. By D. Macauley, 1990, Black and White. Copyright 
1990 by Houghton Mifflin Company.  
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As I continued to read, Anya began to make sense of the visual imagery contained 
on the dual page spreads. “Oh! I get it! This one goes with this one.” Her attention to the 
illustrations facilitated comprehension and demonstrated active engagement. Figure 6 
shows the image where she pointed to the toy train station underneath a television set (in 
the lower left corner of Figure 6), and said to Gabriel, “No, look, this is the house of this 
one, you see? [She then pointed diagonally to the image in the upper right corner] They 
made a story” (Transcript, January 12, 2010).  
  
        
Figure 7. Page 4 and 23 of Black and White (1990). Anya flipped the pages to show the 
trains in the stories. By D. Macauley, 1990, Black and White. Copyright 1990 by 
Houghton Mifflin Company. 
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The story continued and as we perused another page, Anya said “You see, you see 
the train,” (Transcript, January 12, 2010) and pointed to the images of the trains on the 
pages. She pointed to the lower left and right images in Figure 7. 
 
 
Figure 8. By D. Macauley, 1990, Black and White. Copyright 1990 by Houghton Mifflin 
Company. 
 
Again turning the page, she noticed a small squirrel (Figure 8). “Hey look, look, 
right, right, right there. Look. The little thing, right there. He made a hat,” (Transcript, 
January 12, 2010). Through these examples, Anya paid particular attention to minuscule 
information in the illustrations.  
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I asked the participants if the book is one story, or four individual stories. Figure 7 
shows the illustrations she used in her answer. 
 
     
 
Figure 9. Anya referenced page 4, page 10, and page 32 to determine if the book is one 
story or four stories. By D. Macauley, 1990, Black and White. Copyright 1990 by 
Houghton Mifflin Company. 
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No. I know because, look, look, this is all together because he’s playing with a 
train, you see? [Points to page four of little boy setting up train set in his house. 
First image in Figure 7. Lower left corner]. It’s the same. Look, you see this 
[Moves to page 10, second image, of train station under TV, lower left corner. 
Points to train on upper left corner on page 10] You can notice from the back 
[Moves to page 32, bottom page, showing hand grabbing train station and dog’s 
nose], they are playing with it. (Transcript, January 12, 2010)  
Next, she paid attention to the robber character that appeared in the story. Figure 
10 shows the illustrations Anya discussed. Anya said, “Like this one is the train. Him 
[sic] is in the train [References page 6 (first image) upper left corner of robber sitting in 
train], and he’s outside [References image on page 7 (second image) lower right corner 
on the two-page spread], and he’s a robber and this where he gots onto-off the train 
[Turns to page 31 (lower image, upper corner) of robber waving]” (Transcript, January 
12, 2010).   
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Figure 10. Anya references page 6, page 7, and page 31 in our discussion of Black and 
White. By D. Macauley, 1990, Black and White. Copyright 1990 by Houghton Mifflin 
Company. 
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Figure 11. Page 10 and Page 11 from Black and White. By D. Macauley, 1990, Black and 
White. Copyright 1990 by Houghton Mifflin Company. 
 
Figure 11 shows the illustrations that Anya helped clarify what the boulders are in 
the story. Again, she relied on her visual perception.  “He’s running to get the train 
[Points to upper left corner of conductor], and they [the cows] are coming here [Points to 
black and white boulder in upper left corner image, page 10 and the cows in the lower 
right corner, page 11] You see?” (Transcript, January 12, 2010). 
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Figure 12. Page 2 and page 3 from Black and White by D. Macauley, 1990, Black and 
White. Copyright 1990 by Houghton Mifflin Company. 
 
Her continual pointing to images and her constant flipping of pages encouraged 
the other participants to do the same. Joseph turned to page 2 and 3 in the story, as shown 
in Figure 12, and said, “Oh I know why this one—it has different titles. I know why this 
one has Problem Parents, Seeing Things, Waiting Game and Under—Udder Chaos. 
Because this is one story, A Waiting Game. See?” (Transcript, January 12, 2010) 
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Figure 13. Page 4 and page 5 from Black and White by D. Macauley, 1990, Black and 
White. Copyright 1990 by Houghton Mifflin Company. 
 
He then flipped page after page, pointing to all the images that align with A 
Waiting Game. Betty agreed and said, “See. It’s a story, and another one, and another 
one.” Joseph also clarified the distinction between the stories (Figure 13), “This one 
looks like he’s inside a train [story in upper left corner, page 4]. This one they are waiting 
for a train [story in upper right corner, page 5]. This one there are some parents [story in 
lower left corner, page 4]. And this one is about some cows [story in lower right corner, 
page 5]. (January 12, 2010) 
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Figure 14. Pages 12, 25, and 22 from Black and White by D. Macauley, 1990, Black and 
White. Copyright 1990 by Houghton Mifflin Company. 
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At this point in the conversation, Betty explored the use of color in the story, 
which lead to more connections and better understanding of the book. After I asked for 
specific examples of these connections, Joseph answers, “Because this lady makes a hat 
and this—now they make a hat,” (Transcript, January 12, 2010) and turns to page 12 of 
the people wearing hats (Figure 14, first image, lower left corner. He flipped the pages 
and pointed to the images of other characters in another story wearing hats on page 25 
(Figure 14, second image, upper right corner). Individually, each noticed the newspaper 
ripping and falling on page 22 (Figure 14, bottom image). “Right here, the page ripped, 
and all of them are falling right here,” (Joseph, Transcript January 12, 2010).  
After we had read all the stories, Anya said, “This is a weird story.” I agreed, but 
the weirdness of it enveloped the readers, especially Anya. With Anya’s attention to 
visual detail they were able to (partially) comprehend the story (I am unsure if full 
comprehension for this book is ever achieved even with the most able reader).  
Anya connected the stories across the pages and inferred the multiple and 
individual storylines contained in the book. What aided this understanding was her 
precise visual acuity. She pointed out how images were the same (the train, the train 
station, the robber, the hat, the squirrel) across the pages, and her language reflected her 
reliance on the visual to deduce the plot. She repeated the words, “See?” and “Look,” 
numerous times throughout her explanations. She paid little attention to color as Betty 
did, and seemed to have little concept of authorial intent, like Gabriel did, rather she 
honed in on repeated imagery and sequenced how the images worked together. It was the 
repetition of image that aided her comprehension. 
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Unable to decode the text herself and very confused at the beginning, (“I don’t 
know what picture you are talking about”) Anya still demonstrated active reader 
engagement and facilitated others’ comprehension of the story. She began to sequence 
the individual stories together and argued with another participant whether the stories 
took place at the same time or not. One visual image in one story encouraged 
understanding in another story, and helped her create meaning for the entire book. 
Considered “slow” by her peers, and her teachers, Anya was helpful regarding the most 
complex book this group discussed.  
Single Case Study Joseph: “It’s Given You a Hint…” 
 Joseph was a Hispanic, fourth grade male student. The twin brother of Enrique, 
and younger brother of Gabriel, he was more docile than his brothers. He greeted me 
every day with a smile and was the only student to ever inquire about my personal life, 
asking such questions as “Do you have kids?” or “Where do you go to school?” He was 
the first participant I interviewed, and he was very shy, looking down, fidgeting with his 
hands, and not making eye contact with me at all. He answered the questions in one or 
two word answers and seemed eager to leave. Throughout the study, whenever I would 
see him in the hallways I would say hi and he would smile, and look away, blushing. His 
demeanor altered a bit when in the presence of his brothers, and he tended to get a bit 
bolder and bit more crass. Yet, he was always wondering about my reaction to his 
comments and insights during the discussions. After he made a comment that made me 
laugh uproariously, he asked me a few minutes later, “Why did you laugh when I said 
that?”  
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Of the brothers (Gabriel, Enrique, and Joseph), Joseph was stockiest and quietest. 
However, when Joseph spoke, there was always a definitive wisdom in his words and he 
was often the one reader in the group to make connections that others could not quickly 
ascertain. For example, while reading Voices in the Park, Joseph was the first to figure 
out who the four voices were in the story, and he was also the first to verbalize the tonal 
differences in colors between the four voices. He paid attention to details and made me 
aware of two key visual aspects in this story that I had not recognized, even upon 
numerous readings. The first he pointed out was that the adults in the story were gorillas, 
and that the children were monkeys. The second part he made me aware of was that the 
characters have monkey or gorilla heads, but human hands and feet.  
 Joseph was more behaved than his brothers, and others, during the literature circle 
time, and he displayed socially and academic appropriate behaviors, such as sitting still, 
waiting to speak, and not interrupting. He frequently volunteered to read out loud. When 
I inquired about his specific learning disability, I was informed he had dyslexia.  
 During his interview, Joseph said he enjoyed reading chapter books, such as the 
Goosebumps series by R. L. Stine and that he enjoys reading at home. His other favorite 
activities included riding his bike, playing video games, and crashing on his skateboard 
(Interview, September 28, 2009).  
Putting it All Together, The Global Thinker 
 Joseph was a quiet thinker among the participants. He spoke minimally but when 
he did, there was a subtle wisdom in his words. He was the participant who was able to 
synthesize everything, look at the story as a whole, and then make sense out of it. His 
understandings permeated the connections made by Anya, was influenced by Betty’s 
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attention to color, and was increased by Gabriel’s deconstruction of the metafictive 
illusions. These readers (Anya, Betty, and Gabriel) picked apart the story to arrive at 
meaning. Joseph, however, used everything the others said and constructed his own 
interpretation. He looked at the book as a whole, paired the illustration with the text, and 
often observed parts I had never noticed within the books. Other readers in this story 
often ignored the text and focused primarily on the visual. Joseph paid attention to all the 
aspects of the stories.  
 In our discussion for Voices in the Park, Joseph was the first reader to correctly 
determine who the voices were in the story. This was a lengthy argument and had the 
readers referring back to the pictures to determine whose story was being told. It took a 
bit of time to concede that the dogs were not telling the story, and that the story contained 
two adults and two children. It took even longer to determine if and how the characters 
were related.  
Researcher: (second reading of story) “I needed to get out of the house, so me and 
Smudge took the talk to the park.” Who’s that voice? 
  
Gabriel: The dog. 
 
Enrique: The dad. 
 
Joseph: The girl. 
 
Anya: The dad. 
 
Betty: The dad. 
 
Gabriel: The kid.  
 
Enrique: The dad! 
 
Researcher: Why do you think it’s the dad? 
 
Enrique: Because the dad is right there. 
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Joseph: No, because the little girl is right there.  
 
Anya: And she’s walking with that right there. 
 
Gabriel: That’s her dad! 
 
Betty: He looking for a job. 
  
Enrique: The dad. 
 
Joseph: The dad. 
 
Researcher: Who’s the voice? 
 
Betty: The dad. 
 
Researcher: So the second voice is the dad.  
 
Gabriel: Why is he going there? 
 
Anya: And that is the um, 
 
Joseph: The little girl.  
 
Researcher: Who is this third voice? 
 
Anya: Um, the boy. 
 
Gabriel: The boy. 
 
Joseph: The boy. 
 
Researcher: Do we know his name? 
 
Anya: No. 
 
Anya: Oh yea, Charley.  
 
Researcher: Very good. Okay, so the third voice is the boy, and then the fourth 
voice  
 
Anya: That’s the girl. 
 
Gabriel: The little kid. 
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Joseph: The girl. 
 
Enrique: The girl 
 
Betty: Girl. 
 
Researcher: What’s her name? 
 
Anya: Kelly, or something like that? 
 
Enrique: I don’t know. 
 
Joseph: Mrs. O’Brien? 
 
Anya: Her name is Smudge. 
 
Betty: Smudge. 
 
Researcher: Okay so we have the mom, the dad, 
 
Joseph: And the Smudge 
 
Betty: The boy, the girl. 
 
Joseph: NO. Mom, dad, Charley, and Smudge. 
(Transcript, January 5, 2010) 
 
Connecting both the illustration with the text, Joseph got exasperated in this seemingly 
never ending discussion and finally said, with force, “NO. Mom, dad, Charley, and 
Smudge.” He did not call the characters “girl” or “boy” (as I had done) but referred to 
them by the names given in the story. Here he synthesized the visual details with the 
textual information, as he learned to do from previous literature discussions. Later, 
Joseph was able to provide the names of the dogs as well.  
 Researcher: What’s this dog’s name? Do we know? 
 
Betty: No. 
 
Joseph: Albert!!! Albert. Albert. 
 
Researcher: And what’s the other dog’s name? 
 170 
 
Joseph: Um. Victoria. 
 
Researcher: Very good. 
(Transcript, January 12, 2010) 
 
 
 When I asked the readers to share any questions or wonderings they had about the 
story, Joseph answered, “Why do they have a gorilla face? I don’t get it. Like they have a 
gorilla face, but they have normal human body, like hands and feet… The body is like 
people, but the head is not,” (Transcript, January 5, 2010). This was a detail I had not 
noticed before and so this statement caught me off guard. Now, understanding Joseph as 
a reader who preferred to synthesize information to make sense of the stories, this visual 
discrepancy of a gorilla head with a human body was probably very disturbing to Joseph. 
Answering his questions, the readers pondered the possibilities of why the author drew 
the characters this way and this lead to another observation by Betty and Joseph.  
Gabriel: Because monkeys are ugly.  
 
Joseph: No, they’re not. They are my favorite animal. 
 
Gabriel: These are gorillas! 
 
Enrique: Gorillas. 
 
Joseph: Gorillas.  
 
Betty: And this one is a monkey.  
 
Joseph: These are monkeys. The little boy and the little girl are monkeys.  
(Transcript, January 5, 2010) 
 
The juxtapositions that Browne created in his book prompted additional unease with 
Joseph. “I wonder about this one… cause it looks like he don’t have nothing inside his 
house, and then when the story is over, it has like couches, a TV, and right there, it 
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doesn’t,” (Transcript, January 5, 2010). Answering this dilemma posed by Joseph, 
Gabriel helped provide some understanding. 
Gabriel: Because the kid is bored.   
 
Researcher: He’s bored. 
 
Gabriel: Yea. 
 
Joseph: No, he ain’t. I’m talking about the house. 
 
Researcher: Yea, why is the house empty, Gabriel? 
 
Joseph: Not about the kid.  
 
Gabriel: Because he’s sad and so the house is empty. There ain’t nothing to do in 
a boring house, so he’s sad.  And then when he get home, he’s happy, so there’s 
stuff to do. 
 
Joseph: Oh.  
 (Transcript, January 5, 2010) 
In a later part of the discussion, after having listened to Betty talk about color and Gabriel 
explain character mood through the existence of objects, Joseph noticed the trees. “These 
trees are all different. These ones are in the spring. They don’t have leaves, they are in the 
spring.” Transferring his recognition of these trees and aligning them with the characters 
(as both Betty and Gabriel had demonstrated) he says, “I get it. The little girl’s trees are 
like this. Big. Green. And the little boy’s trees are different from hers. Cause she’s happy, 
and he’s not” (Transcript, January 12, 2010). For Joseph, this awareness came after the 
reading and after the majority of the discussion. He synthesized what he learned, 
integrated both textual and visual information, and arrived at meaning by analyzing the 
nuances within this story. Although through most of the discussion he appeared 
unresponsive and inactive, he was engaging with the story, just in a non-verbal method. 
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Further the parts that made him uncomfortable (a type of Piagetian disequilibrium) 
prompted his engagement, and accordingly his comprehension.  
 In each story we read, Joseph was the one reader who was able to organize the 
information he read to the images he saw. As mentioned earlier, he was the one to 
identify the voices with the characters in Voices in the Park. He also identified why the 
stories in Black and White had different titles. “Oh I know why this one—it has different 
titles. I know why this one has Problem Parents, Seeing Things, Waiting Game, and 
Under—Udder Chaos. Because this is one story. A Waiting Game. See?” (Transcript, 
January 12, 2010).  Later in this conversation, I asked why David Macauley, the author, 
gave a warning at the beginning of the story.  
Joseph: Oh! It’s given you a hint that the stories are not together. 
Researcher: So this we know is Udder Chaos because of the cows, this one is 
called Seeing Things, why is it called Seeing Things?  
 
Joseph: Because they see things. Like it looks like it’s raining but it’s not. 
Researcher: Why is this one called Problem Parents? 
Gabriel: Their parents are problems for them. 
Joseph: They come like weird. 
Researcher: And A Waiting Game. Why is it called that? 
Anya: Because they wait and wait and wait 
Joseph: At the train station.  
(Transcript, January 12, 2010) 
 
Joseph appreciated hints, or anything that helped him figure out how the story 
worked. He used every hint, every piece of information he gathered to “solve” the story. 
Through Joseph’s understanding, others made connections between the individual story’s 
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respective titles and their illustrations and how they connected together. Additionally, 
throughout our discussion of Black and White (Macaulay, 1990), Anya paid attention to 
the small images, and Betty paid attention to color. Joseph, however, combined the visual 
images with textual information. “I know which one connects. This one and this one. 
Because the little boy here when he’s in the train, when he opens the window and he 
looks the music is louder and louder and louder. And they are singing,” (Transcript, 
January 12, 2010). Here he combined the textual storyline of one corner to the visual 
graphic narrative in another corner. The phrase “He opens the window. The singing gets 
louder,” appeared on one page. Turning the page, it said again, “He opens the window. 
The singing gets louder,” (Macaulay, 1990, p. 20 and 21) Visually, on a separate page, 
the image of a choir festival is presented. Further, on the page where the words “Choir 
Festival” appear in one story, a young boy has stuck his head out the window in another 
story. In his above statement, Joseph referenced all these pages to explain how the stories 
connect in the book.  
 During the discussions, Joseph relied on understandings gleaned from others, and 
incorporated both textual information and visual imagery to make meaning of the books. 
His active reading engagement reflected a synthesizing stance to literature and his 
understandings are preempted by his initial confusion. What is jarring, odd, weird, and 
disturbing merit additional analysis for Joseph. Though quiet and introspective, his 
engagement with the stories was still present, but it was not readily observable or 
verbalized until the latter parts of the discussions. It appeared that the very act of 
participating in a literature discussion helped Joseph’s comprehension, and he, in turn, 
influenced all of us—even making me aware of aspects I had missed.  
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Summary of Question Two 
In this analysis, I wanted to document how the readers were engaging with the 
books in their own distinctive and nuanced way. The investigative integration of Sipe’s 
Literary Understandings verified the Analytical responses to the postmodern 
picturebooks. The readers did not just flip pages and look at the pretty pictures, they tried 
to ascertain visual cues to comprehend the story, and they did so in a highly analytical 
way as they discussed and scrutinized the books. This is congruent with other research 
involving postmodern picturebooks because this type of reading material demands a high 
degree of participation and engagement and is often achieved through analytical pursuits. 
However, what was greatly lacking throughout the study was the frequency of 
Intertextual responses. I had anticipated a higher degree of Intertextual responses, but the 
participants in this study provided few connections to other stories.  
By their design, postmodern picturebooks’ format, nature, and structure do not 
greatly encourage Personal and Transparent responses probably because so much energy 
is spent deducing meaning within the book. However, one participant (Gabriel) often 
engaged with these stories in a Personal and Transparent way when referencing the text.  
The dominating tendency to respond through Analysis was true for all of the 
readers and connects to the number of questions they (and I) asked about the features of 
the books. Additionally, responding through Analysis aligned with their responses to the 
illustrations in which they relied on their visual acuity to scrutinize the images and 
construct meaning. Constant-comparative analysis of the data showed the interrelated-
ness of their responses and how aspects of their responses happened concomitantly.  
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Though I was able to understand how each responded in light of Sipe’s categories, 
this did not provide me with a full picture of the readers. I coded data again using open 
codes that reflected each reader’s individual stances of responding to the stories. Through 
these open codes, I was able to discern how each reader made sense of the stories.    
 All of the readers highlighted in this section demonstrated unique response 
patterns. Their responses with the books were not simultaneous, similar, or equal with the 
other participants. All focused keenly on the visual illustrations, but each reader 
displayed a prominent preference for responding to and understanding the stories. These 
individual preferences encouraged additional ponderings, questions, and analysis among 
the other participants, and these stances of reading engagement were often “taken up” by 
the other readers as they formed an interpretive community (Fish, 1980) and shared the 
common experience of participating in a literature discussion. The participants in our 
discussion were all unique individuals and these individualities furthered our discussions 
through their responses that questioned the postmodern features of the books and 
illustrations primarily.  
Gabriel’s recognition of metafictive elements of author craft facilitated 
discussions where confusions were rampant and Gabriel helped bring an overall 
understanding of what the books were about and the main idea (if one existed) contained 
within them. Betty’s attention to color was demonstrated by others, as well as Anya’s 
attention to minute details within the visual renderings. The other readers picked up these 
habits and begin to deconstruct the books in similar ways. Joseph’s sense-making of the 
books brought everything together for the readers and he was often the one to clarify 
exactly what was going on in the story. His ability to synthesize both the textual and 
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visual aspects, and combine it with Betty’s, Anya’s, and Gabriel’s own understandings of 
the story enabled all of us to witness features we hadn’t viewed or understood on our 
own. Each reader brought a reading strength to the group dynamic. Each reader 
interpreted this story in his/her own personal and unique way. Together through our 
discussions we reached fuller interpretations as we read postmodern picturebooks. 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS 
 This study presented the responses of students with reading disabilities 
participating in literature discussions. The discussions were structured to align with 
literacy and reader response theory and research (Calkins, 2001; Carico, 2001; 
Commeyras & Sumner, 1998; Evans, 2001; Rosenblatt, 1978; Short & Pierce, 1998; 
Sipe, 2000) while also respecting theoretical understandings of disability studies (Keith, 
2001; Potok, 2002; Saunders, 2004; Shapiro, 1993; Snyder, Brueggemann & Garland-
Thomas, 2002). From a choice of books offered to them, the participants selected the 
books that we would read and discuss, and their responses to their selection of books 
became the basis for subsequent research questions and data analysis.  
 Data analysis reflected qualitative inquiry, and the constant-comparative method 
was employed, which supported and enhanced my research questions. How the 
participants negotiated meaning as a group and how they responded to the books as 
individuals was understood through the use of an embedded, single-case study design 
(Yin, 2003). The discussion of findings, implications, and the recommendations were 
guided by the participants’ voices through what I witnessed, heard, transcribed, and 
analyzed.   
To answer my research questions, I found that the participants considered many 
features of postmodern picturebooks during literature discussions and they primarily 
responded analytically to the illustrations. The findings and implications of these answers 
are broad and I distinguish key points that occurred during the study.  
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Key Points 
The Importance of Choice 
 I provided the participants with three different options of books to read during the 
study, and all text sets only contained picturebooks. The participants were attracted to the 
Creativity text set, mainly because of Gabriel’s Performative responses to the book The 
Three Pigs (Wiesner, 2001), such as when he began chanting the phrase “Three little 
piggies! Three little piggies!” (Transcript, October 21, 2009), and also when he sang, 
“Hey diddle diddle,” (Transcript, Wiesner, 2001). Almost unanimously the participants 
selected the text set which included all of the postmodern picturebooks.  
 As I queried them about their selection, the participants referred to the 
illustrations of The Three Pigs (Wiesner, 2001) to validate their choice. The pages within 
this book contain a variety of illustrations. Some pages are devoid of any illustrations, 
others use panels to narrate the story, (like a type of comic book) and still other pages 
look as if it belongs in a different book altogether. The participants were attracted to the 
uniqueness of this book, specifically the distinctive illustrations. They appreciated the 
colors, and illustrations that looked like the pigs were trying to escape out of the book. 
Though we had not read the book as a group, they began to read it on their own, and all 
joined in a chorus and sang “Hey Diddle Diddle,” (Wiesner, 2001, p. 24, 25) when they 
reached that specific page in the story (Transcript, October 21, 2009).  
 Throughout the study, the books we read became more complex in relation to 
narrative structures, and also in relation to the interaction and interanimation between text 
and illustration (Lewis, 2001). It is my firm belief that because they selected the books 
from a variety of choices at the start of the study, they therefore had ownership of their 
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choice, and in that sense of ownership they spent greater effort to comprehend the book. 
Further, the books continued to hold their interest because they the books] were so 
abnormal and bizarre. The participants were given a choice of books to read and they 
unknowingly selected very intricately designed, structured, illustrated, and narrated books 
to comprehend because they were so visually interesting.  
 Selecting the books gave them a degree of power in the study. Students with a 
learning disability in reading, who oftentimes have little power or control in what, when, 
where, and with whom they read, need opportunities for book selection because it 
provides them a certain devotion and steadfastness to the books when the books become 
difficult. To have the option to find a book, view it as interesting, and be given the 
opportunity to read it and deconstruct it during literature discussions is powerful indeed. 
This was something I observed in interacting with  the participants and in reading the 
transcripts.  
Complexity of Books 
 By and large, the participants responded to the books Analytically (Sipe, 2000) 
and this manifested because of the inherent difficulty in interpreting the books. The books 
required active reading engagement, given that at many instances, the books were 
intentionally inaccessible and required the reader to pay attention. Postmodern 
picturebooks are by design ambiguous. Many postmodern picturebooks have multiple 
narratives, and most prominently parody the structure of fiction (Pantaleo & Sipe, 2008).   
 Yet, through the participants’ discussions, they were able to comprehend how the 
numerous features of the book worked together. They learned how to analyze the peritext 
(i.e. the front cover, back cover, title page, etc.), text, illustrations, and postmodern 
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elements within the text and illustrations. The literature discussions provided the 
participants an opportunity to argue and defend their interpretation by referencing 
specific pages and in doing so each upheld Rosenblatt’s (1978) ideal of reader response 
as an “an active, self-ordering, and self-corrective process,” (p. 11). They developed an 
interpretive community (Fish, 1980) that greatly valued illustrations as the participants 
questioned the illustration’s design. The literature discussions were rich because the 
reading materials were complex and expanded their thinking.  
 The participants did not shy away from the books’ difficulty, rather they asked 
questions, and the number of questions increased over time. They readily asked why the 
author constructed the books in a certain way. [“You know what I want to know? Why is 
King Kong on this picture?” (Transcript, January 5, 2010)] They wondered why some 
books appeared damaged, colored on, and cut up, and once they understood why the book 
appeared that way, they replied, “I get it.” (Transcript, January 12, 2010).   
 The complexity of the books mattered because the participants had a learning 
disability in reading. They all received, at minimum, 30 minutes of special education 
services for reading instruction as part of their IEP. I am not disagreeing with their 
special education placement, nor with the amount of services they received. Rather, I 
bring to issue how educators and researchers define and diagnose reading and how they 
then define learning disabilities in reading.  
In regards to definitional terms of reading, the National Reading Panel (NRP, 
2000) has largely influenced reading instruction, and most states have adopted reading 
programs that address the major findings within this report (Allington, 2002; Beach, 
Green, Kamil, & Shanahan, 2005). In adopting the reading programs, reading is defined 
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as the ability to isolate sounds (phonemic awareness), the ability to know that sounds are 
represented by letters (phonics), the ability to read out loud clearly and with expression 
(fluency), the ability to understand words and their meanings (vocabulary), and the ability 
to determine meaning in a text (comprehension). As a teacher educator, I concur that 
reading does include these five components. However, definitions of reading need to be 
expanded to include other skills. The participants in this study lacked the ability to 
decode (which is connected to phonics and fluency). When they read out loud, they 
stumbled over words and one participant yelled at another, “You read too slow!” 
(Transcript, December 14, 2010) But they were able to comprehend the stories and they 
used many other skills (i.e. inference, imagery, sequencing, synthesis, etc.) and 
recognized other literary traits (i.e. mood, tone, theme) not listed in the NRP report.  
In terms of learning disabilities in reading, Allington (2002), in many ways 
aligning with a disability studies perspective, wrote, “…both reading and learning 
disabilities are largely socially constructed… That is, both terms exist only in certain 
societies—literate societies—and that definitions of each have historically varied both 
within the profession and within schools,” (p. 267). Allington (2002) also stated that there 
is no reliable test or psychometric instrument to identify which children might be reading 
disabled, and in the Handbook of Reading Disability Research (Allington & McGill-
Franzen, 2010) there was still no reliable test identified. Further complicating matters, it 
is the individual right of the states to determine how specific learning disabilities are 
identified. A student may qualify as having a learning disability in Nevada, but may not 
qualify as having a learning disability in California.  
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Our literature discussions were a social construct, and in this space, questions 
were asked about the illustrations, time was spent investigating the books, and 
participants’ were encouraged to use their personal strengths to respond to the stories. In 
our space of literature discussions, I would not have labeled them as “reading disabled”. 
Instead, I would have referred to them as having “limited decoding ability” (a term I 
invented).  
As researchers and teachers, our definition of reading and therefore what it means 
to be deficient in reading need to be redefined and reoriented. Reading is more than the 
ability to decode and read with expression. 
Additionally, the complexity of books is important because they are not typical 
materials for students with reading disabilities, and I posit that complex books should be. 
Rather than “slowing” or “dumbing” down the curriculum, perhaps students with reading 
disabilities should be provided with different venues to consider reading and what the 
skill of reading is. It makes little sense for a teacher to repeat literacy strategies at a 
slower pace that does not work in the first place and that focuses on a student’s weakness. 
There have been studies that confirm the ineffectiveness of common interventions for 
students with reading disabilities (Allington & McGill-Franzen, 2009; Baker & Zigmond, 
1995) and they do not accelerate literacy achievement. The current wave of reading 
instruction, Response to Intervention (RTI)  
…is, by law, a general education initiative designed to reduce or eliminate special 
education classification for children with reading. But in state after state and 
district after district RTI is being led by special educators and school 
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psychologists, not by general educators and not by reading specialists. (Allington, 
2009, p. 497) 
 If we assign a child the label as having a learning disability in reading, then it 
makes the most sense to receive instruction from a reading specialist, not a special 
education teacher who may or may not be equipped to teach reading. The International 
Reading Association’s (2011) standards for reading specialists states, “The reading 
specialist is a professional with advanced preparation and experience in reading who has 
responsibility (i.e., providing instruction, serving as a resource to teachers) for the 
literacy performance of readers in general and of struggling readers in particular” (italics 
added, p. 2). The Council for Exceptional Children’s (2011) standards for professional 
practice cites ten standards for special education professionals, one of which addresses 
instructional responsibilities and none that address reading specifically.  
 All readers, regardless of ability, should be given the opportunity to read and 
analyze complex and intricate books. Having a disability should not limit the exposure 
students are given to certain reading materials nor should it limit their experiences in 
effective literacy strategies.  
Richness of Discussion 
 My time with the participants spanned 12 weeks. During this time, we developed 
a community and our discussions became longer, more involved, and the amount of time 
I talked lessened. Participants that rarely spoke in the beginning were extremely verbal at 
the end (i.e., Anya, Enrique, and Joseph), and participants who clamored for my attention 
at the start, no longer felt the need to be noticed (i.e., Gabriel and Louis). Other students 
remained quiet throughout (i.e., Betty). Friendships that seemed implausible developed 
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over time (e.g. the friendship between Gabriel and Betty) and respect was bestowed for 
those originally teased (e.g. Gabriel’s slow acceptance of Anya). 
Our discussions were rich in responses that questioned, analyzed, and investigated 
the books. Conversation built from one participant to another, and over time, the 
necessity for me to scaffold the discussions lessened.  
 My research concurs with other findings (Blum, Yipsett, & Yocum, 2002; 
Graham & Harris, 1997; Morocco & Hindin, 2002; Morocco & Zorfass, 1996; Williams, 
2004) that participating in literature discussions is appropriate for students with reading 
disabilities as it promotes cooperation, communication, listening skills, language skills, 
and higher level thinking.  The implication of this finding is that rather than focusing on a 
student’s inability, all students should be provided with a supportive structure that 
scaffolds the learning process and provides an environment that encourages students to 
display their inherent personal strengths and builds on them. The value of literature 
discussions, regardless of material, is the space, time, and attention devoted to a singular 
book, but more importantly, the time given to students to express their interpretations and 
opinions.  
Visual Literacy 
 From a wide-angle lens, this study might appear to revolve only around the 
illustrations, and this is somewhat true. Though the participants did reference the text, 
they did so only minimally, and this may represent their inability to decode words, even 
though we did read the books aloud. The illustrations, did in fact, promote most of their 
responses. The discussion for visual literacy connects back to the complexity of 
postmodern picturebooks as well as how reading is defined and what reading comprises. 
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This research aligned with other studies that examined postmodern picturebooks 
(Arizpe et al., 2008; McGuire, Belfatti, & Ghiso, 2008; Sipe, 2008; Styles & Arizpe, 
2001; Pantaleo, 2008) that showed the ambiguity within postmodern picturebooks 
encouraged discussion and collaboration to arrive at meaning. The embedded ambiguity 
within the books occurs from the illustrations and text working together to tell a story. 
The participants continually questioned this ambiguity and in doing so, they learned to 
“read” the illustrations. The most prominent example would be from our discussion of 
Voices in the Park (Browne, 1998), when the participants discerned how color was used, 
and how the illustrations related the mood of the characters and the tones of the multiple 
narratives.   
 Salisbury (2008) discussed The Artist and the Postmodern Picturebook and in this 
essay he described visual literacy as something “bandied about… by a wide range of 
people who are all happily ascribing different meanings to it, secure in the belief that we 
are all talking about the same thing” (p. 33). However, most often the term visual literacy 
denotes “reading” pictures and happens when certain visual metaphors are used as 
method of communication. The participants read the pictorial visual metaphors in Voices 
in the Park (Browne, 1998), the metaphors being color, and such imagery as the lushness 
of the trees. However, Salisbury expanded this notion of visual literacy to convey a fuller 
use of the term. He said that the term literacy usually means the ability to read and write, 
and likewise addressed visual literacy as the ability to read and write with pictures. Using 
his definition of visual literacy, authors and illustrators of picturebooks then become 
“authorstrators” (p. 23). “…as ‘authorstrators’ of children’s books and graphic novels 
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create their own content, content… is often primarily conveyed visually, and… the visual 
content is the content,” (Salisbury, 2008, p. 23, italics in original).  
 From this definitional term of visual literacy, the participants responded correctly 
to the authorstrators’ construction of the books. The visual content was the content, and 
their inquisitions of it were fairly rooted. But, the text should not be completely ignored 
either as both the text and illustrations should have equal footing within the narrative 
(Sipe, 1998).  
 The frequency to which the participants responded to the books through the 
illustrations is important for a few reasons. First, the participants paid attention to what 
provided them meaning. The text makes no sense on its own in any postmodern 
picturebook, otherwise a different story gets told. They were not lazy in their analysis and 
discussion, but were active participants. When they were confused, they went directly to 
the pieces of information that clarified what was happening on the page. Second, they 
responded differently to the illustrations. They analyzed the illustrations and they 
determined the visual metaphors within the illustrations. Contrariwise, the participants 
responded to the text Performative-ly and Personal-ly. Third, they “read” the pictures, 
and determined meaning from their reading of it, such as when they read Voices in the 
Park (Browne, 1998). 
 But all of this means nothing if we define “reading” as the ability to fluently and 
phonetically pronounce words that we know the meaning of to arrive at comprehension. 
Certainly “reading” is more than this.  
 The implications of this research raise two questions:  
1.) What is “reading”?  
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2.) What is visual literacy? 
Perhaps a consensus should be reached that values all students in the construction 
of these definitions. Further, reading teachers and teacher educators should have 
knowledge of the expansive definition of reading, which places the illustrations on equal 
footing within picturebooks.  
Nature of Response 
 The space of the literature discussions permitted the participants to draw upon 
their inherent strengths while responding to the books. Every participant analyzed the 
illustrations, but the method of analysis was unique for each person. Gabriel was one of 
the few participants who responded to the text, and when he did so, he responded 
differently, often by singing, chanting, or repeating words out loud. He did not want to 
“read” the words, he wanted to perform and play with the words. In his responses to the 
illustrations, he was the participant who recognized the book as a constructed object. 
Betty relied on visual acuity in her responses and she remarkably paid attention to the 
colors within the images. This aligned with her hobby and interest in art. Anya also relied 
on her visual acuity, but her strength came in sequencing images together. Joseph best 
represented how the group’s discussion influenced his understanding. He used 
information from each person to develop his own interpretation, and in doing so, 
extended our interpretations. In every discussion, the participants did take up the response 
habits of another. Such as when others began to pay attention to color after Betty 
referenced it.   
 It is true that people do not think or respond in the same way. Yet, by setting 
certain standards of reading, there is the implied expectation that all students will achieve 
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particular standards. Thus, these standards and resulting curriculum and expectations 
must be written in a way that respects student differences while supporting anticipated 
goals—for all students. Space to learn appropriately must be given to the Performers (like 
Gabriel), the Artists (like Betty), the Sequencers (like Anya), and the Global-Thinkers 
(like Joseph) if we are to provide a free and appropriate education for all.   
Recommendations for Future Research 
Research should create more questions and more areas for research, and with this 
study, there is a great deal that can still be investigated. The choice of materials 
(postmodern picturebooks) was an integral part of this study. Future investigation can 
analyze other selection of materials within the space of literature discussions. How do 
students with reading disabilities respond to social justice stories? Or biographies? How 
do these students come to understand literacy elements, such as plot or setting? How 
might such students respond to books with few, or no, illustrations? The potential of 
using literature discussions with students with reading disabilities is vast. 
Many of the findings in this study separated the data into two constituent 
components, Visual Illustration and Textual Word. Within picturebooks, there is a 
necessary relationship between these two components and more research is necessary to 
understand how students with a learning disability in reading attend to one component, or 
both components.  
The complexities of reading postmodern picturebooks with students with reading 
disabilities have not been documented in research. This is an area that I am greatly 
interested in; I was astounded with the 
 degree and intensity that the participants interacted with the books. I think the 
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high level of engagement encourages additional research with this specific reading 
material. Future research may explore specific authorstrators of postmodern picturebooks 
and how students come to understand an authorstrators particular style of communicating 
a story.   
Further, I did not chronicle the differences in gender and response. This might be 
interesting as there is a noticeable disparity between the number of boys classified as 
having a learning disability in reading and the number of girls classified as having a 
learning disability in reading. Perhaps there is a gendered difference in response patterns 
and points of discussion. 
I was disturbed about the lack of intertextual connections made by the 
participants. In this study two books (The Three Pigs and Who’s Afraid of the Big Bad 
Book), were constructed stories that used other fairy tales as their foundation. That is, 
these stories used traditional fairy tales to narrate a new story. In their use of these other 
fairy tales, there are many intertextual connections already set in the book—yet, the 
participants never discussed the other stories that occurred outside these books, nor did 
they discuss intertextual connections in any of the books we discussed. I found the 
absence of such connections odd and contradictory to other research (Arizpe et. al., 2008; 
McGuire, Belfatti, & Ghiso, 2008; Pantaleo, 2008; Sipe, 2000, 2008). Future studies are 
needed that focus on this type of response specifically for students with a learning 
disability in reading. Research might also be fitting regarding how teachers teach 
intertextual connections, and if the frequency of intertextual connections leads to 
increased comprehension.  
Also, I spent little time in this paper sharing the community that we, as a group of 
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readers, developed over time. The participants within this group all had extreme 
deficiencies in their reading ability, and the social community that formed was 
interesting. A forthcoming analysis could profile the social dynamics of the group 
members and how such dynamics contributed (or not) to literature discussion.  
 Lastly, my role within the literature discussions was not profiled in great detail. I 
undoubtedly had a role in this discussion in terms of the questions I did or did not ask, the 
expectations I set, and the way I allowed or stopped certain behaviors, and of course, by 
the types of text sets I initially provided. I was, for all intents and purposes, the leader of 
the discussion. Another study could emphasize my role in the study in a multitude of 
ways. For example, I could investigate the types of questions I asked, the number of 
questions I asked, and how often I spoke in the discussion, and the types of statements I 
made.  
Conclusion 
 Throughout data analysis and in the writing of this dissertation, I was often lost in 
the data due to the nature of qualitative inquiry. As a case study, the approach obliged me 
to honor the participant voices as I answered my research questions. At the onset, I 
wanted to understand how students responded to postmodern picturebooks. I uncovered 
nothing new regarding the sentiment that all students are different and all respond in 
unique ways. However, I do think I have shed light on participant strengths in response 
patterns and the degree with which they engaged with the books. They did so with a high 
level of analysis and spent a great deal of time scrutinizing the illustrations. I believe that 
it is necessary for researchers and teachers to develop curriculum and learning strategies 
that respect all patterns of learning, regardless of verified disability.  
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 In this study, I discovered how the least able readers engaged with complex 
books. This finding disrupts the accepted standard of using low level reading materials in 
a repetitive manner for students with a learning disability in reading. Though the 
participants in this study were not phenomenal readers, they did discuss aspects of the 
stories I had not considered, and I observed how the process of participating in a 
discussion increased comprehension. The merits of using literature discussions as a 
literacy instruction strategy for students with reading disabilities are practical, realistic, 
and rational. They should be used more frequently than current research shows.  
 Finally, given the findings in this study, the definition of “reading” must be 
questioned, especially for students with a learning disability in reading. Reading is a 
complex process involving a myriad of tasks and skills. As readers mature and advance, 
they are expected to infer and interpret many nuances within a story. If reading were 
understood to be more than decoding and fluency, if learners engaged with complex 
materials, and if educators used literacy strategies that encouraged language and thinking 
skills, all would benefit.  
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APPENDIX A  
 
IRB APPROVAL AND EXTENSION 
 
 
Social/Behavioral IRB – Full Board Review 
Approval Notice 
 
NOTICE TO ALL RESEARCHERS: 
Please be aware that a protocol violation (e.g., failure to submit a  modification for 
any change) of an IRB approved protocol may result in mandatory remedial 
education, additional audits, re-consenting subjects, researcher probation suspension 
of any research protocol at issue, suspension of additional existing research 
protocols, invalidation of all research conducted under the research protocol at issue, 
and further appropriate consequences as determined by the IRB and the Institutional 
Officer. 
 
DATE:   February 27, 2009 
TO:  Dr. Cyndi Giorgis,  Curriculum & Instruction 
FROM:  Office for the Protection of Research Subjects   
RE:  Notification of IRB Action 
Protocol Title: A Case Study Analysis of Students with Learning Disabilities 
Responses to Postmodern Picture Books 
Protocol #: 0805-2759 
 
 
This memorandum is notification that the project referenced above has been reviewed by the UNLV 
Social/Behavioral Institutional Review Board (IRB) as indicated in Federal regulatory statutes 45CFR46.  
The protocol has been reviewed and approved. 
 
The protocol is approved for a period of one year from the date of IRB approval.  The expiration date of 
this protocol is July 9, 2009.  Work on the project may begin as soon as you receive written notification 
from the Office for the Protection of Research Subjects (OPRS). 
 
PLEASE NOTE:   
Attached to this approval notice is the official Informed Consent/Assent (IC/IA) Form for this study.  
The IC/IA contains an official approval stamp. Only copies of this official IC/IA form may be used when 
obtaining consent.  Please keep the original for your records. 
 
Should there be any change to the protocol, it will be necessary to submit a Modification Form through 
OPRS.  No changes may be made to the existing protocol until modifications have been approved by the 
IRB. 
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Social/Behavioral IRB – Expedited Review 
Continuing Review Approved 
 
NOTICE TO ALL RESEARCHERS: 
Please be aware that a protocol violation (e.g., failure to submit a  modification for 
any change) of an IRB approved protocol may result in mandatory remedial 
education, additional audits, re-consenting subjects, researcher probation suspension 
of any research protocol at issue, suspension of additional existing research 
protocols, invalidation of all research conducted under the research protocol at issue, 
and further appropriate consequences as determined by the IRB and the Institutional 
Officer. 
DATE:  September 14, 2009 
 
TO: Dr. Cyndi Giorgis, Curriculum and Instruction 
 
FROM: Office for the Protection of Research Subjects 
   
RE: Notification of IRB Action by Dr. Paul Jones, Chair  
Protocol Title: A Case Study Analysis of Students with Learning Disabilities 
Engaging in Literature Discussions 
Protocol #: 0805-2759 
 
Continuing review of the protocol named above has been reviewed and approved. 
 
This IRB action will reset your expiration date for this protocol.  The protocol is approved for a period of 
one year from the date of IRB approval.  The new expiration date for this protocol is August 23, 2010. 
 
PLEASE NOTE:   
Attached to this approval notice is the official Informed Consent/Assent (IC/IA) Form for this study.  
The IC/IA contains an official approval stamp.  Only copies of this official IC/IA form may be used when 
obtaining consent.  Please keep the original for your records. 
 
Should there be any change to the protocol, it will be necessary to submit a Modification Form through 
OPRS.  No changes may be made to the existing protocol until modifications have been approved by the 
IRB. 
 
Should the use of human subjects described in this protocol continue beyond August 23, 2010, it would be 
necessary to submit a Continuing Review Request Form 60 days before the expiration date.   
 
If you have questions or require any assistance, please contact the Office for the Protection of Research 
Subjects at OPRSHumanSubjects@unlv.edu or call 895-2794.
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APPENDIX B 
 
INFORMED CONSENT (ENGLISH AND SPANISH VERSIONS) 
INFORMED CONSENT  
Department of  Curriculum & Instruction 
    
 
Title of Study: A Case Study Analysis of Students with Learning Disabilities Engaging in Literature 
Discussions 
 
INVESTIGATOR(S): Cyndi Giorgis, Ph.D.; Elysha O’Brien 
CONTACT PHONE NUMBER: 895-4329 
    
Purpose of the Study 
Your child is invited to participate in a research study.  The purpose of this study is to analyze how students 
with learning disabilities respond to picture books during literature discussions. 
 
Participants 
Your child is being asked to participate in the study because he/she has been identified as being a 4th – 5th 
grade student, aged 8-11, in the Clark County School District who is also learning disabled.  
 
Procedures  
First, your child will be interviewed to find out how he/she feels about reading.  
Next, your child will be placed in a group with other students that will read books, discuss the books, and 
answer questions about the books with the student investigator over ten weeks.   
Last, your child will be re-interviewed regarding attitudes toward the group and reading.  
 
Further, to participate in this study, your child must possess a learning disability. To verify this 
information, school records will be accessed to document the learning disability including IEPs.    
 
Benefits of Participation  
This research hopes to contribute to the large gaps in the current scholarly journals regarding literature 
discussion groups and students with learning disabilities.  
 
Risks of Participation  
There are risks involved in all research studies. This study may include only minimal risks.   
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Participants may feel slightly uncomfortable being interviewed and asked how they feel about reading. 
Additionally, these participants might be uncomfortable discussing books with other students and might 
feel awkward being audio and video taped.  
 
If you would like to remove your child from this study at any time, you are able to do so.  
 
Cost /Compensation  
There will not be any cost to you to participate in this study.  The study will take about 13 hours of your 
child’s time over the course of ten weeks.  You will not be paid for your time.  
Students will not lose large amounts of instructional time. Interviews will be conducted at times that do not 
interrupt direct instructional time. Students will be reading and discussing books in addition to their regular 
day and the potential benefits of participating in this study greatly outweigh any instructional time that 
might be lost.  
Contact Information  
If you have any questions or concerns about the study, you may contact Dr. Giorgis at 895-4329.  For 
questions regarding the rights of research subjects, any complaints or comments regarding the manner in 
which the study is being conducted you may contact the UNLV Office for the Protection of Research 
Subjects at 702-895-2794.  
 
Voluntary Participation  
Your child’s participation in this study is voluntary. You or your child may refuse to participate in this 
study or in any part of this study.  You may withdraw your child, or your child may withdraw him/herself, 
from this study at any time without prejudice to your relations with the university. You are encouraged to 
ask questions about this study at the beginning or any time during the research study.  
 
Confidentiality  
Confidentially cannot be completely guaranteed in a group setting. The student researcher will ask all 
participants to keep what is said in group meetings private. Information gathered in this study, such as 
audiotapes and student records, will be kept confidential.  No reference will be made in written or oral 
materials that could link you or your child to this study. All records will be stored in a locked facility at 
UNLV for at least 3 years after the study is finished. After 3 years, the records will be shredded and thrown 
away.   
 
Participant Consent:  
I have read the above information and agree to allow my child to participate in this study.  I also give 
permission for the researchers to access student records to verify my child’s learning disability. I am at 
least 18 years of age.  A copy of this form has been given to me. 
 
__________________________________________ 
Child’s Name (Please Print) 
 
             
Signature of Participant’s Parent                                            Date  
 
        
Participant’s Parent (Please Print)                                               
 
During this study, the use of video and audio-taping will occur. Your signature below gives permission for 
the researchers to video and audio-tape your child. These video and audio-tapes will be used in data 
analysis.   
 
Permission to video and audio-tape your child is granted by signing below: 
 
______________________________________ 
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Child’s Name (Please Print) 
 
 
 
Signature of Participant’s Parent   Date 
 
 
________________________________________ 
Participant’s Parent (Please Print) 
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INFORMED CONSENT  
Department of  Curriculum & Instruction 
    
 
Title of Study: A Case Study Analysis of Students with Learning Disabilities Engaging in Literature 
Discussions 
 
INVESTIGATOR(S): Cyndi Giorgis, Ph.D.; Elysha O’Brien 
CONTACT PHONE NUMBER: 895-4329 
    
Propósito del estudio 
Su hijo/a ha sido invitado a participar en un estudio de investigación.  El propósito del estudio es analizar la 
respuesta de estudiantes con problemas de aprendizaje a libros con imágenes durante discusiones de 
literatura. 
 
Participantes 
Su hijo/a ha sido invitado por ser estudiante de 4º o 5º grado, tener una edad entre 8 y 11 años, vivir en 
Clark County y tener problemas de aprendizaje. 
 
Procedimientos 
Primero, su hijo/a será entrevistado acerca de su opinión sobre la lectura. 
Después, será colocado/a en un grupo con otros estudiantes que leerán libros, los discutirán  y responderán 
preguntas acerca de ellos con el investigador durante un plazo de diez semanas. 
Finalmente, su hijo/a volverá a ser entrevistado/a acerca de su opinión del grupo y la lectura. 
También, para participar en este estudio, su hijo/a deberá tener algún problema de aprendizaje. Para 
verificar esto, y documentarlo, será necesario accesar su expediente escolar.  
 
Beneficios de la participación 
Con este estudio, esperamos contribuir a los articulos escolares actuales acerca de los grupos de discusión 
de literatura y estudiantes conproblemas de aprendizaje. 
 
Riesgos de la participación  
En todos los estudios existen riesgos. Este estudio puede tener riesgos mínimos.  Los participantes se 
pueden sentir ligeramente incómodos al ser entrevistados acerca de su opinión sobre la lectura.  
Adicionalmente, estos estudiantes pueden sentirse incómodos discutiendo libros con otros estudiantes y 
siendo grabados en audio y video. 
 
Si usted desea remover a su hijo/a del estudio, lo puede hacer en cualquier momento. 
 
Costo/Compensación  
Participar en este estudio no tendrá ningún costo para usted.  El estudio tomará unas 13 horas del tiempo de 
su hijo/a a lo largo de diez semanas.  A usted no se le pagará por su tiempo.  
 
Los estudiantes no perderán mucho tiempo de clases.  Las entrevistas se harán cuando no interrumpan 
tiempo de clase.  Los estudiantes leerán y discutirán libros además de sus estudios normales y los 
beneficios potenciales de este estudio sobrepasan cualquier perdida de tiempo en el salón que pudiera 
suceder. 
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Información de contacto 
Si usted tiene cualquier pregunta acerca del estudio, puede contactar al Dr. Giorgis al 895-4329.  Para 
preguntas acerca de los derechos de los sujetos de estudios, quejas o comentarios sobre la manera en que se 
codujo el estudio, puede contactar la Oficina para la protección de sujetos de estudio de UNLV al 702-
895-2794. 
 
Participación voluntaria 
La participación de su hijo/a en este estudio es voluntaria.  Usted o su hijo pueden rehusarse a participar en 
este estudio o en cualquier parte de este.  Usted puede retirar a su hijo/a, o su hijo puede retirarse del 
estudio en cualquier momento sin prejuicio de sus relaciones con la universidad.  Le recomendamos que 
haga preguntas sobre el estudio al principio o en cualquier momento durante este. 
 
Confidencialidad 
La confidencialidad no puede ser completamente garantizada cuando se trabaja en grupo.  El estudiante que 
realice el estudio, pedirá a todos los participantes que mantengan confidenciales todas sus conversaciones 
dentro del estudio.  La información recaudada durante el estudio, así como las cintas de audio y expedientes 
serán consideradas confidenciales.  En todo el material oral o escrito no se hará ninguna referencia que lo 
ligue a su hijo/a.  Todos los expedientes serán guardados bajo llave en UNLV por un mínimo de tres años 
después de terminado el estudio.  A los 3 años, los expedientes serán destruidos. 
 
Consentimiento del participante:  
He leido la información anterior, y estoy de acuerdo en permitir que mi hijo/a participe en el estudio. 
También doy permiso para que los investigadores tengan acceso al expediente escolar de mi hijo/a para 
verificar su problema de aprendizaje. Soy mayor de 18 años. He recibido una copia de este documento. 
 
__________________________________________ 
Nombre del estudiante (Use letra de molde) 
 
             
Firma del padre del participante                                            Fecha  
 
        
Nombre del padre del participante (Use letra de molde)                                               
 
Durante el estudio, grabaremos audio y video.  Con su firma a continuación, autoriza que los investigadores 
graben a su hijo/a.  Este audio y video serán utilizados para el analisis de la información. 
Con su firma, da autorización para grabar a su hijo/a: 
 
______________________________________ 
Nombre del estudiante (Use letra de molde) 
 
 
 
Firma del padre del participante       Fecha 
 
 
________________________________________ 
Nombre del padre del participante (Use letra de molde) 
 
Nota: Por favor no firme este documento si no contiene el sello de aprobación, o si ha caducado. 
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APPENDIX C 
YOUTH ASSENT FORM (ENGLISH AND SPANISH VERSIONS) 
 
INFORMED CONSENT: YOUTH ASSENT 
Department of  Curriculum & Instruction 
    
 
Title of Study: A Case Study Analysis of Students with Learning Disabilities Engaging in Literature 
Discussions 
 
INVESTIGATOR(S): Cyndi Giorgis, Ph.D.; Elysha O’Brien 
CONTACT PHONE NUMBER: 895-4329 
    
A Case Study Analysis of Students with Learning Disabilities Engaging in Literature Discussions 
 
Hello. My name is Elysha O’Brien. I am a student at UNLV.  
 
We are asking you to take part in a research study. We are interested in learning what you think 
about books and reading.  
 
You may not like being interviewed. You may not like sharing what you think about reading. You 
may not like sharing in small groups. You may feel uncomfortable when you are audio or 
videotaped. However, your name will not be in the research study, so others will not be able to 
figure out what you say or write. Other students in the group will be able to listen to what you 
think about the books we read, and you will be able to learn what other students think too.  
 
When you are in this study, you will read some great books. You will also be asked to write what 
you think and feel about each book.  
 
Please talk this over with your parents before making any decisions. We will also ask your 
parents if you can join this literature group.  But, even if your parents say “yes” you can still 
decide not to do this.   
 
If you don’t want to be in this study, you don’t have to be. Being in this study is up to you and no 
one will be upset if you don’t want to. You can change your mind at any time. 
 
You can ask any questions that you have about the study. If you have a question later that you 
didn’t think of now, you can call me at 895-4329 or ask me next time. You may call me at any 
time to ask questions. 
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Signing your name at the bottom means that you agree to be in this study. You and your parents 
will be given a copy of this form after you have signed it. 
 
 
             
Print your name      Date 
 
 
 
          
Sign your name 
 
During this study, the use of video and audio-taping will occur. Your signature allows for the researchers to 
video and audio-tape you.   
 
Permission to video and audio-tape you is allowed by signing below: 
 
 
 
Signature of Participant     Date 
 
 
________________________________________ 
Participant Name (Please Print) 
 
 
 
Participant Note: Please do not sign this document if the Approval Stamp is missing or is expired. 
 
 201 
 
INFORMED CONSENT: YOUTH ASSENT 
Department of  Curriculum & Instruction 
    
Title of Study: A Case Study Analysis of Students with Learning Disabilities Engaging in Literature 
Discussions 
 
INVESTIGATOR(S): Cyndi Giorgis, Ph.D.; Elysha O’Brien 
CONTACT PHONE NUMBER: 895-4329 
    
A Case Study Analysis of Students with Learning Disabilities Engaging in Literature Discussions 
 
Hola. Mi nombre es Elysha O’Brien. Soy estudiante de UNLV.  
 
Te estamos invitando a tomar parte en un estudio de investigación.  Nos interesa saber que 
piensas de la lectura y los libros. 
 
A lo mejor no te gusta ser entrevistado.  A lo mejor no te gusta compartir lo que piensas de la 
lectura.  A lo mejor no te gusta participar en grupos pequeños.  Puede ser que te sientas 
incomodo cuando te graban en audio o video.  Sin embargo, tu nombre no aparecerá en el 
estudio, así que la gente no podrá saber lo que dijiste o escribiste.  Otros participantes en el 
estudio podrán escuchar lo que opinas de los libros que leas y tu podrás aprender también, lo 
que ellos opinan. 
 
Cuando estés en este estudio, vas a leer libros muy buenos.  También te vamos a pedir que que 
escribas lo que opinas y piensas de cada libro. 
 
Por favor habla con tus padres antes de tomar alguna decisión.  También les vamos a preguntar 
a tus padres si puedes unirte a este grupo de lectura.  Pero aun que tus padres digan que sí, tu 
te puedes negar a participar. 
 
Si no quieres tomar parte en el estudio, no tienes que hacerlo.  Participar en este estudio 
depende de ti y nadie se va a molestar si no quieres.  Puedes cambiar de opinión en cualquier 
momento. 
 
Puedes hacer cualquier pregunta acerca del estudio.  Si después se te ocurre alguna pregunta 
que no pensaste ahora, me puedes llamar al 895-4329 o me puedes preguntar la próxima vez.  
Me puedes llamar en cualquier momento para hacer preguntas. 
 
 
Si firmas abajo, significa que quieres participar en el estudio.  A ti y a tus padres les vamos a 
entregar una copia de este documento después que lo hayas firmado. 
 
 
             
Escribe tu nombre      Fecha 
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Firma 
 
Durante este estudio, vamos a grabar audio y video.  Tu firma abajo, autoriza a los investigadores a 
grabarte. 
 
Das permiso de grabarte en audio y video al firmar abajo: 
 
 
 
Firma del participante      Fecha 
 
 
________________________________________ 
Nombre del participante (Usa letra de molde) 
 
 
Nota: Por favor, no firmes este documento si le falta el sello de aprobación, o si ha caducado. 
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APPENDIX D 
 
STUDENT INTERVIEW PROTOCOL (INITIAL INTERVIEW) 
 
Tell me about some of the books you read? 
 
What do you like to read? 
 
Tell me about the books your teacher reads to you? 
 
What types of books would you like your teacher to read to you? 
 
Tell me about what kinds of books your family reads? 
 
How do you find books to read?  
 
What do you really enjoy about reading? 
 
What do you dislike about reading?  
 
What is one of your favorite books?  
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APPENDIX E 
 
EXIT INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 
 
 
What book was your favorite? Why? 
 
What do you remember most about our discussions? 
 
Did what we did in our small group look different or the same than what you do in your 
classroom? 
 
Which of these books that we read together would you carry around with you? Why?  
 
Which of these books that we read together would you check out from the library? Why? 
 
What do you remember about this book? (Voices in the Park) 
 
Would you tell a friend to read this book (Black and White)? Why? Why not?  
 
What was your favorite part of meeting as a group to talk about books?  
 
What did you dislike about meeting as a group to talk about books?  
 
What would you have changed about the group? 
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-APPENDIX F 
BOOKLISTS FOR TEXT SETS 
 
The following books comprise the text sets the students browsed from to select their 
reading material.  
Obstacles Text Set 
December by Eve Bunting 
The Name Jar by Yangsook Choi 
Hooway for Wodney Wat by Helen Lester 
Wemberly Worried by Kevin Henkes 
Harvesting Hope: The Story of Cesar Chavez by Kathleen Krull 
Wilma Unlimited by Kathleen Krull 
Baseball Saved Us by Ken Mochizuki 
Thank you Mr. Falker by Patricia Polacco 
Martin’s Big Words by Doreen Rappaport 
The Librarian of Basra: A True Story From Iraq by Jeanette Winter 
Social Issues Text Set 
Amelia’s Road by Linda Jacobs Altman 
Fly Away Home by Eve Bunting 
Smoky Night by Eve Bunting 
White Socks Only by Evelyn Coleman 
Whoever You Are by Mem Fox 
Wilfred Gordon McDonald Partridge by Mem Fox 
Sister Anne’s Hands Sister by Marybeth Lorbiecki 
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The Big Box by Toni Morrison 
Yo? Yes! By Chris Raschka 
An Angel for Solomon Singer by Cynthia Rylant 
This Land is Your Land by Woodie Guthrie 
Creativity Text Set 
*Denotes books used in literature discussions 
Zoom by Istvan Banyai 
*Voices in the Park by Anthony Browne 
*Who’s Afraid of the Big Bad Book by Lauren Child 
An Undone Fairy Tale by Ian Lendler 
*Black and White by David Macaulay 
Shortcut by David Macaulay 
*Bad Day at Riverbend by Chris Van Allsburg 
*Flotsam by David Wiesner 
*The Three Pigs by David Wiesner 
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APPENDIX G 
BOOKS USED IN CHRONOLOGICAL ORDER 
 
Browne. A. (1998). Voices in the park. New York: DK.  
Child, Lauren. (2002). Who's afraid of the big bad book? New York: Hyperion.  
Kinney, J. (2007) Diary of a wimpy kid: A novel in cartoons. New York: Amulet.  
Macauley, D. (1990). Black and white. Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin.  
Van Allsburg, C. (1995). Bad day at Riverbend. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.  
Wiesner, D. (2006) Flotsam. New York: Clarion  
Wiesner, D. (2001). The three pigs. New York: Houghton Mifflin.  
 
Chronology and Synopsis 
• Flotsam by David Wiesner (2006) is a Caldecott medal winning wordless picture 
book that features a camera that washes ashore and is found by a young boy. The 
boy discovers a roll a film in the camera and has it developed. The pictures reveal 
curious underwater images as well as various people holding a picture of a 
picture. When magnified, the picture of a picture goes very far back in time, as 
suggested by the clothes and garb of the final magnified image. Having put new 
film in the camera before, the young boy then takes a picture of himself holding 
the picture of a picture, and throws the camera back into the water, where it taken 
up by sea life and eventually returns on shore. At the end, a young girl is 
reaching for the camera. Once the text selection was made, this book was used as 
an introduction of what we, as a group, were going to do in the literature 
discussions.  
• The Three Pigs by David Wiesner (2001) is a Caldecott medal winning book that 
retells the story of the three pigs and the wolf in an inventive way. The story 
starts as a traditional story, but by page three a curious thing happens—the wolf 
blows the first pig out of the story. Confused, the wolf moves onto the second pig 
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but the first pig tells this first pig, “Come on—it’s safe out here,” and the two 
apparently leave the story. Getting the third pig, they crumble up a piece of story 
paper, go flying around, and begin to enter other stories, evidenced by the 
dynamic illustrative difference on the pages. At the book’s original story 
conclusion, the pigs return home, defy the wolf with a dragon, and begin to eat 
soup together surrounded by the dragon, and a cat playing his fiddle. This story 
was read in groups of three, and we discussed as one large group why this book 
was so important in selecting the overall text set.  
• Bad Day at Riverbend by Chris Van Allsburg (1995) is the story of Riverbend, a 
quiet little town until a strange light continues to appear and an unidentifiable 
substance begins to plague the town. The illustrations in this story are 
reminiscent of a child’s early coloring skill and at the end of the story, readers 
discover that Riverbend is actually a coloring book and the unidentifiable 
substance is crayon. This book was read as a read aloud and then discussed.  
• Who’s Afraid of the Big Bad Book by Lauren Child (2002) features Herb, a 
young lad who falls asleep while reading and upon waking up discovers that he 
has fallen into the book of fairy tales he was reading. Herb wakes up to 
Goldilocks screaming at him to get out of her bed and he quickly runs away, 
passing Hansel and Gretel, Rapunzel, and Puss in Boots until he runs into the 
Queen’s Ballroom Party. The Queen promptly yells at him, and Herb grabs a pair 
of scissors and cuts a hole in the floor to escape (there is an actual hole in the 
storybook). Throughout the rest of his adventures, Herb realizes how his 
mistreatment of books has hurt the story’s characters and when he escapes (and 
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wakes up), he promptly fixes the book to its correct condition. This book was 
read as a read aloud and then discussed.  
• Voices in the Park by Anthony Browne (1998) is a story of four voices. These 
differing voices are evident through written point of view, illustrative technique, 
and font use. The story features four characters that visit a park and represents 
their individual perspectives of the trip.  This story was read as a read aloud, and 
then discussed.  
• Black and White by David Macauley (1990) is another Caldecott medal winning 
book that contains a warning. “Warning. This book appears to contain a number 
of stories that do not necessarily occur at the same time. Then again, it may 
contain only one story. In any event, careful inspection of both words and 
pictures is recommended.” The book’s structure separates the pages into four 
distinct segments. Each individual corner of the book tells a separate story, yet 
the individual pieces seem to coalesce into one story as well. The story features a 
train, a robber, some cows, and a family. Visual elements are shared across the 
spaces of the four corners, but each corner is a distinct story line. This story was 
read as a read aloud, which took five separate readings: one for the story as a 
whole, read like a traditional picture book, and then four subsequent readings 
where we read one continuous corner, ignoring the other three corners, until the 
book’s end.  
• Diary of a Wimpy Kid by Jeff Kinney (2007) is the story of Greg, whose mother 
makes him keep a diary. The story is interspersed with equal parts comic-type 
illustration and tells about Greg’s turbulent year adjusting to middle school. This 
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book was selected after readers started complaining about their desire to read 
“real” books. It was read at the beginning of most literature circle sessions as a 
read aloud and then discussed briefly.  
All of these books were selected after I shared with the readers the differing options for 
three distinct text sets. The aim of this study was to make the literature circles as valid as 
possible, and as such, needed to give space for reader choice and selection. However, as a 
researcher I made critical decisions in narrowing the book choices, and the order in which 
we read them. I selected two key works, Voices in the Park and Black and White, because 
research concerning postmodern picture books typically features these stories with 
various readers, yet there is an absence in the research that describes these books being 
read with students with a learning disability.  
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APPENDIX H 
 
OTHER PARTICIPANTS NOT PROFILED IN QUESTION TWO 
 
Enrique: Quiet Disruption 
 Enrique was a fourth grade, male Hispanic student and the twin brother of Joseph, 
and younger sibling of Gabriel. He was skinnier than his brothers and quietly devious. 
Gabriel was flagrantly loud, and Joseph was extremely docile: Enrique stacked 
somewhere in the middle. He would engage in disruptive activities, such as spilling trash 
on the floor, but he did these things quietly. He was a constant, subtle disruption.  
During one conversation, before the literature discussion started, Gabriel asked if 
someone was in special education. Enrique asked, “Am I in special ed?” And then later 
said, “I don’t go to special ed.” Apparently, since the special education teacher went to 
Enrique’s and Joseph’s classroom, they didn’t “go” to special ed. In his initial interview, 
Enrique mentioned that he reads Goosebumps by R. L. Stine, he enjoys learning about 
science, and that he likes making model cars.  
Frequently during the group meetings, Enrique would have some sort of toy, 
object, or candy that he would fiddle with in his pocket. He often came to my class 
chewing gum, and I would often have to chide him during the discussions to put away 
whatever he had. He seemed to constantly need to fiddle with something in his hands. 
Regardless of his inappropriate necessity to play with something, he was kind to others 
and never intentionally malicious. During one group meeting, Betty broke her mechanical 
pencil and she set it down on the table. Enrique picked it up, began to fix it and when he 
did, handed it back to her and said, “There. Now you can use this one,” (Transcript, 
January 5, 2010). Also, when I introduced the use of sticky notes to mark pages that the 
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readers found interesting, Enrique asked everyday, “Can I have some sticky notes?” This 
tactile manner to mark pages became a way for me to manage his behavior. He enjoyed 
having them in his hands. During one of our final literature discussions, Enrique said 
incessantly, “Miss. I need a sticky note. I need a sticky note. I need a sticky note. I need a 
sticky note,” and proceeded to ask me for a sticky note three more times.  (Transcript, 
January 6, 2010). Enrique was also the most particular about our meeting days. He would 
often ask, “Are you going to be here tomorrow?” and “Why don’t we meet everyday?” 
He seemed the one who most preferred having something to “do”, such as mark pages, 
write sentences, or draw, and would speedily get the task accomplished, often returning 
to playing with whatever item he had brought with him during that day’s literature circle. 
Throughout all our meetings, Enrique brought the following items: a skull keychain, 
gum, Frosted Mini Wheats in a bag, lollipops, an assortment of erasers, slap bracelets, 
and a plastic dinosaur. He would keep these items in his pocket and would fiddle with 
them throughout the literature circle time.  
The importance of holding on to something for Enrique was displayed briefly 
during one literature circle meeting. Previously, I had always brought enough copies for 
the readers to have their own copy of the book as we read, but during the reading of 
Voices in the Park, I did not have enough copies for everyone. Consequently, I asked 
Gabriel and Betty to share their copy. Mockingly, Enrique began to sing, “I don’t have to 
share. I don’t have to share. Hmm. Hmm. Hmm. I don’t have to share,” (Transcripts, 
January 5, 2010). The tactile importance of things, be they items from home, or a book 
itself, was necessary for Enrique to stay engaged in that day’s discussion. When given 
post-it notes to tag pages, Enrique’s contribution to the discussion was more inquisitive 
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and his questions focused on making sense of the pictures or the storyline. When we read 
Voices in the Park, he asked such questions as: “Why are there monkeys in there,” Why 
are there pink gorillas?”, “Where’s the shooting star?, “Are they going to shoot his leg?”, 
and  “There’s two girls? Or one?”   
Towards the end of the group meetings, Enrique began to tune everyone out and 
would sit, not contributing, or would quietly disrupt the group (such as ripping up small 
pieces of paper and flicking them with his fingers across the room). His contributions to 
the group typically stemmed from another’s person’s observations, and he would ask, 
“Where was that?” and turn to the corresponding page to validate what another reader 
said. Other contributions were argumentative in nature, and would challenge others to 
rethink their statements, such as “I don’t see that. Show me.” In our final literature 
discussion, a brief encounter took place while talking about the book Black and White. 
R: Are they (the stories) their own individual story or do they come 
 together?”   
Joseph: They come together. 
Gabriel: Individual stories. 
Enrique: Nobody cares.  
This simple interaction, which occurred amongst the three brothers no less, quickly 
captures the manner in which the brothers would, simultaneously, augment and diminish 
their siblings. Having no other option to my close-ended question, Enrique chose to make 
an off-putting (and insulting) comment. In the familial dynamic, which undoubtedly 
occurred in the time with all the readers, Gabriel was typically the loud, gregarious one, 
Joseph was the quiet, studious one, and Enrique found his place somewhere in the middle 
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as a quiet rebel who would do the work, but would constantly find a subversive manner 
in which to disrupt the group… silently.  
Louis: “Dude. Let HER decide.” 
 When I first met Louis, I was struck with how engaging he was, and how 
comfortable he seemed in his own skin. A fourth grade, Asian male (who spoke Spanish), 
Louis was part of this study for the first 12 weeks. He was talkative, inquisitive, kind, and 
fun, and was often the one who stopped the arguments and would get everyone back to 
the goal of discussing the books. In his initial interview, Louis mentioned that his older 
brother, aged 14, died the previous November from an asthma attack. His home life still 
seemed very chaotic as I was told that Louis missed the first week of school since no one 
bothered to register him and when they did, no one was able to take him to school. In 
November of 2009, school police had been at his home for truancy three times. Louis 
enjoyed school, there just seemed to be no one at home who could care for him to get him 
out the door and into school. During my study, there was an issue of school zoning, as he 
was in this school, though he was zoned for another. Accordingly, the school secretary 
removed him and told the parents that he could return to this school, if they would come 
in and sign some paperwork. After two weeks, Louis was still not re-enrolled, nor was he 
enrolled in another school. Worried about the situation, I spoke with the school 
counselor, mentioned that Louis was in special education, and she then was able to get 
the necessary paperwork signed for Louis to go to school. Louis moved to another school 
in February.  
 His attendance and academic problems aside, Louis excelled in social endeavors 
and he seemed to be well liked by others in his mainstream class, as well as by the people 
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in our small group.  He knew the “proper” things to say, and would often speak as if 
someone wrote him a script. For example, if asked, “What do you think the main idea of 
this story is?” Louis would pre-empt his answers by repeating the question. “Well, I think 
the main idea of the story is…”  
In his initial interview, I asked if he liked school. He answered, “I like school. It’s when 
we don’t know how to do something, the teacher helps us, and we try to learn.” 
(September 13, 2009) Always eloquent for his age, Louis made insightful statements such 
as, “Well sometimes there are books like that, that are not funny. They are for people that 
need help, that help them cry.” (Transcript, November 17, 2009). In book selection, 
hilarity was extremely important aspect for Louis. Every time he spoke about a book he 
enjoyed, he added the qualifying statement: “It’s funny.”  
 He was also the one who would act as a referee during the literature discussions. 
At one point, Gabriel called someone “annoying”. Louis kindly, and somewhat jokingly 
said, “That’s not a nice word.” (October 29, 2009). Getting slightly aggravated in the 
unruly manner in which the discussions were progressing, Louis said, “That’s why it’s 
better to raise our hands because that way we take turns.” (October 29, 2009). After 
recognizing that as a group we were not going to raise our hands, Louis began to take 
charge. At the beginning of one group meeting, the following dialogue took place: 
R: The difference between literature discussions and a test is that on the test there 
is usually one right answer, in a literature discussion… 
Louis: It’s somebody’s interpretation. 
R: …it’s somebody’s interpretation of the story and so what we’re going to do is 
share that right now.  
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Later, in the same day’s meeting, when Anya has difficulty expressing her idea, Louis 
comes to rescue, protecting her from Gabriel.  
Anya: He saw the tail coming out of the page, in the story it said he will kill him, 
I think, and the pigs gave the flower to him. 
R: The pigs gave the flower to him? 
Gabriel: NO! He got the flowers from these! 
Louis: Dude! Let her, let her, let HER decide. Are you her? Are you her body? Do 
you control her body?  
Gabriel: Yea. 
Louis: Let her talk fool. It doesn’t matter if you don’t get your turn. We’re still 
going to do it tomorrow.  
 Extremely sociable, Louis was not easily intimidated by the loudest member of 
the group, Gabriel. Though Louis was a year younger than Gabriel, Louis had no problem 
standing his ground for how he thought the group should operate. During his exit 
interview, I asked him what he didn’t like about the group. He answered, “There was a 
lot of talking and playing around.” (Interview, January 19, 2009). I then queried, “Who 
played around the most?” He answered, “Gabriel.”  I also asked him what was his 
favorite part of the group. He said, “That we all got to read books and laugh and have fun 
with the books.”  
Susan 
 A fifth grade, Hispanic female student, Susan was part of the study for a short 
time. In a brief encounter with her teacher, her teacher remarked that Susan would be 
good for the group and that discussing books would be something that she would enjoy. 
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Susan attended approximately 12 group meetings. Before the winter holidays her family 
moved to a border town in Mexico. She told me she wanted to move to be with her dad, 
but that he couldn’t get into the United States, so her family decided to move to an area, 
near Texas, where she could live in Mexico but would go to school in Texas.  
 During her initial interview, Susan was one of the most talkative participants, and 
she told me that she likes reading “picture books because I can’t read a lot.” (Transcript, 
September 7, 2009). When I questioned her further about this, she said, “I can’t. I don’t 
know how to read. I tried reading but I forgot, like I have trouble with the words.” 
(Transcript, September 7, 2009). Later she mentioned she enjoyed reading the The 39 
Clues by Rick Riordan.  
 R: Oh. I’ve not read that. Why do you like that book? 
 Susan: Because it’s about, its like, kind of like a mystery, it’s about two children. 
 R: That’s not a picture book. 
 Susan: That’s okay because my teacher is reading it.  
When I asked her what she wished she did better, Susan responded, “Being an artist, 
trying to be an artist and knowing how to read and write… try to spell words I can’t 
spell… like more A’s and get A’s and not have C’s,” (Interview, September 7, 2009)  
In a group dominated by boys, Susan was quiet participant, yet she was able to 
make her presence known with her insightful comments by validating those comments in 
an affable manner. Upon reading Bad Day at Riverbend, I asked the readers, “Is this a 
book, or is it a coloring book?” Susan answered, “It’s a coloring book and a book… it’s a 
book cause you read it… and this color and you can color it.” (Transcript, December 8, 
2009). Susan also made the necessary abstract connections required in the reading of Bad 
 218 
Day at Riverbend  in understanding the story. I asked the readers, “If you lived inside a 
book, when would a bright light appear?” After some time discussing the book, Susan 
said, “When somebody opens the book… cause you are in the light,” (Transcript, 
December 8, 2009). She was also one who would not shy away when she did not fully 
understand something. Although she made it evident that she understood how the book 
operated, the metafictive aspect of the book confused her, stating, “Why is it, why are 
they like, a real one, but them, are they just drawings? They are just drawing the world. I 
just know that she colored it, but I don’t get it.” Taking into account the author/illustrator 
picture on the back of the book, Susan was able to further clarify the entire storyline. “He 
made the book? He made the book with his daughter so the daughter could color it, so he 
made the book.”  
Susan’s presence during the literature circle time added an extra element of 
deconstruction of text and picture, however her attendance was limited by her absences 
and by her moving away during the study. I’ve added this brief snapshot of her to help 
clarify who the participants were in this study.  
DeMario 
 The only African American reader in this study, DeMario was a robust, 4th grade 
male student. Always eager to participate, DeMario’s comments were often flippant 
statements or shots in the dark, as he seemingly guessed at an answer. He would always 
talk and converse in the literature discussions, but his comments always seemed to miss 
their mark and would confuse other participants. Whenever he did make a comment, in 
response to a question, his voice would inflect up at the end of his words, as if to turn his 
very answer into a question itself, such as “The coloring book?” or “King Kong?”  
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 I recognized his confusion at the onset of the study, and quickly spoke with the 
special education teacher about it. She told me that they were in the process of re-
evaluating his IEP and that further testing was going to be conducted regarding his proper 
educational placement and special education diagnosis. After speaking with my 
committee chair about the situation, it was agreed that it would be in DeMario’s best 
educational interests to remove him from the study. Both his mainstream and special 
education teacher approved this course of action. I’ve included this brief biography of 
him so that others may recognize whenever his name appears in future literature 
discussion examples. At the end of the study, DeMario was only three of eight 
participants who remained at the school.  
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APPENDIX I 
COPYRIGHT PERMISSION 
(DK Images Enquiries, personal communication, Septermber 21, 2011) 
Dear Elysha,   
As long as the usage is for educational, not for profit purposes, please refer to the Terms 
and Conditions for Clip Art detailed below.  As long as you adhere to the terms and 
conditions and the image is a DK copyright image then you can go ahead and scan from 
the book but DK Images accepts no responsibility for the publication. This is entirely 
done at your own discretion. The use of our images would be for your own use and 
cannot be sub-licensed to a third party. Where possible you should always credit the 
image (c) Dorling Kindersley.    
 
Terms and Conditions of Use The following Terms and Conditions govern the use of 
images from the Dorling Kindersley Ltd Clip Art Library ("the Images") available on our 
website at www.dk.com. You are entitled to use the Images for personal, home and 
school use only, subject to and in accordance with these Terms and Conditions. 
Accessing the Images will be regarded as acceptance of these Terms and Conditions.   1. 
Dorling Kindersley Limited ("DK") hereby grants you a non-exclusive licence to 
download, copy and display the Images for your own personal, home and school use. 2. 
You acknowledge that copyright in the Images shall remain at all times with DK or the 
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